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Title  40 — Protection  of  Environment 

CHAPTER  I — ENVIRONMENTAL 
PROTECTION  AGENCY 
SUBCHAPTER  C— AIR  PROGRAMS 

PART  52— APPROVAL  AND  PROMULGA¬ 
TION  OF  IMPLEMENTATION  PLANS 

Baltimore,  Maryland  Transportation 
Control  Plan 

This  rulemaking  sets  forth  a  transpor¬ 
tation  contnd  plan  for  the  MetropioUtan 
Baltimore  Intrastate  Air  Quality  Control 
Region  (AQCR) .  A  general  preamble  was 
published  on  November  6,  1973,  in  the 
Federal  Register  (38  FR  30626)  and  is 
incorporated  by  reference  herein. 

Background 

On  Jime  15,  1973,  the  Administrator 
disapproved  in  part  the  transportation 
control  plan  submitted  on  April  16,  1973 
by  the  State  of  Maryland  for  attainment 
of  primary  national  ambient  air  quality 
standards  for  carbon  mcmoxide  (CO), 
hydrocarbons  (HC),  oxides  of  nitrogen 
(NOi) ,  and  photochemical  oxidants 
(Ox)  in  the  Metropolitan  Baltimore 
Intrastate  Regicm  (38  FR  16550,  June  22, 
1973).  Subsequent  amendments  to  the 
plan  were  submitted  to  the  Environ¬ 
mental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  on 
June  15,  1973,  Jtme  28,  1973  and  July  9, 
1973.  Although  the  plan  and  its  amend¬ 
ments  contained  a  number  of  generally 
acceptable  strategies,  the  plan  lacked 
adequate  legal  and  technical  assurances 
that  the  anticipated  emissions  reductions  ■ 
could  be  realized  and  the  air  quality 
standards  in  fact  attained. 

Maryland’s  request  for  a  2-year  exten¬ 
sion  in  attaining  standards  also  was  dis¬ 
approved  because  it  lacked  adequate 
data  to  support  a  conclusion  that  strate¬ 
gies  needed  to  attain  standards  by 
May  31,  1975  (or  even  by  some  later  date 
up  to  May  31,  1977)  are  technically  in¬ 
feasible  and  also  because  the  plan  did  not 
show  adequate  consideration  of  available 
alternative  strategies.  On  August  2,  1973 
(38  PR  20769,  August  2,  1973),  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  proposed  regulations  to  sup¬ 
plement  the  strategies  contained  in 
the  Maryland  plan  to  bring  it  into  ccxi- 
formance  with  requirements  of  the  law, 
and  also  proposed  added  strategies  to 
achieve  further  emission  reductions 
needed  to  assure  the  attainment  of 
standards.  Those  strategies  and  associ¬ 
ated  regulations  which  were  proposed 
were  gasoline  handling  vapor  recovery, 
inspection  and  maintenance,  bus/carpool 
computer  matching  system,  management 
of  parking  supply,  limitation  of  public 
parking,  preferential  bus/carpool  treat¬ 
ment,  vacuum  spark  advance  disconnect, 
oxidizing  catalyst  retrofit,  and  gasoline 
distribution  limitations. 

A  public  hearing  on  the  EPA  plan  was 
held  in  Baltimore,  Maryland,  on  Septem¬ 
ber  5,  1973.  A  total  of  69  statements  was 
presented  during  the  hearing,  and  a  total 
of  16  letters  was  received  both  before  and 
after  the  hearings  from  private  citizens, 
representatives  of  business,  industry,  and 
institutions,  and  spokesmen  for  environ¬ 
mental  organizations.  The  control  meas- 
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ures  promulgated  herewith  reflect  com¬ 
ments  received  in  the  letters  and  at  the 
public  hearing. 

Air  Pollution  in  the  Metropolitan 
Baltimore  Intrastate  AQCR 

Natural  features.  The  geographic  area 
of  the  Metropolitan  Baltimore  Intrastate 
Air  Quality  Control  Region  is  2,364 
square  miles.  The  boundaries  for  the 
region  conform  to  those  of  the  Baltimore 
Standard  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area. 
This  includes  the  City  of  Baltimore  and 
the  counties  of  Anne  Arundel,  Baltimore, 
Carroll,  Harford,  and  Howard.  The 
region  forms  the  western  edge  of  the 
northern  section  of  the  Chesapeake  Bay. 
The  Blue  Ridge  and  Allegheny  Moun¬ 
tains  lie  westward  of  the  region,  provid¬ 
ing  a  geographical  basin  in  which 
pollution  can  be  trapped.  The  region  lies 
within  the  rolling  Piedmont  Plateau  on 
the  nearly  flat  Atlantic  Coastal  Plain. 
The  eastern  portion  is  generally  flat, 
with  elevations  of  less  than  500  feet; 
progressing  westward  across  the  region, 
the  elevation  gradually  rises  to  the 
gently  rolling  areas  of  Carroll  and 
Howard  Coimties;  elevations  in  the 
western  areas  of  the  region  reach  1,000 
feet.  The  topography  generally  permits 
free  air  movement  with  few  channeling 
effects. 

Climatology.  Baltimore  is  in  an  area 
where  unusual  meteorological  conditions 
conducive  to  the  accumulation  of 
.  large  quantities  of  pollutants  in  the 
atmosphere  over  the  urban  area  can  and 
do  take  place  from  time  to  time.  Con¬ 
centrations  of  atmospheric  pollutants 
increase  when  the  volume  of  air  into 
which  they  are  dispersed  is  decreased.  In 
the  atmosphere  this  occurs  when  the 
vertical  extent  to  which  mixing  of  the 
pollutants  can  take  place  is  limited 
and  the  wind  speed  is  low.  When  both 
these  conditions  occur  ki  the  extreme 
and  emissions  of  air  contaminants  con¬ 
tinue,  concentrations  of  air  pollutants 
can  increase  to  the  point  that  they  be¬ 
come  an  immediate  danger  to  human 
health. 

Formation  of  photochemical  oxidants 
will  not  take  place  unless  strong  sunlight 
is  also  present  since  an  external  source 
of  energy  is  needed  in  the  oxidant  pro¬ 
ducing  chemical  reactions.  Episodes  of 
photochemical  oxidants  will  then  occur 
only  when  the  three  requirements  of 
limited  vertical  mixing,  light  winds,  and 
strong  sunlight  are  all  present. 

The  following  pertinent  data  for  the 
Baltimore  area  are  given  by  Holzworth 
(“Mixing  Heights,  Wind  Speeds,  and 
Potential  for  Urban  Air  Pollution 
throughout  the  Contiguous  United 
States,”  U.S.  Environmental  Protection 


Agency,  1971) : 

Mean  annual  morning  mixing  650  meters 

height -  50(t  meters 

Mean  summer  morning  mixing  1400  meters 

height -  1800  meters 

Mean  annual  afternoon  mixing  5.5  m/s 

height _  4m/s 

Mean  summer  afternoon  mix-  7  m/s 
ing  height _  5.5  m/s 


Mean  annual  wind  speed  in 
the  morning  mixing  layer — 

Mean  sununer  wind  ^eed  in 
the  morning  mixing  layer — 

Mean  annual  wind  ^eed  in 
the  afternoon  mixing  layer.  _ 

Mean' summer  wind  speed  in 
the  afternoon  mixing  layer.  . 

The  above  data  indicate  that  Balti¬ 
more  has  a  signiflcant  tendency  to  ex¬ 
cess  oxidant  formation  during  the  sum¬ 
mer  months,  although  that  tendency  is 
not  as  great  as  in  some  other  areas  of 
the  country.  In  the  5 -year  period 
starting  August  1,  1960,  there  were  20 
days  of  high  meteorological  potential  for 
air  pblluMon  as  defined  by  the  National 
Weather  Bureau.  This  compares  to  a 
high  of  40  days  in  the  Eastern  half  of 
the  United  States,  and  70  in  the  West¬ 
ern  half  of  the  country.  There  were  some 
parts  of  the  country  where  there  were 
no  days  of  high  pollution  potential.  The 
relatively  high  emission  levels  of  car¬ 
bon  monoxide  and  hydrocarbons  in  the 
Baltimore  area,  particularly  attributable 
to  vehicular  traffic,  have  aggravated  the 
air  quality  problem,  especially  during 
those  days  of  high  meteorological  poten¬ 
tial  for  pollution. 

In  order  to  assist  the  air  pollution  con¬ 
trol  program  for  the  region,  an  Environ¬ 
mental  Meterological  Support  Unit 
(EMSU)  is  stationed  in  Washington,  D.C. 
by  the  National  Weather  Service.  The 
EMSU  has  the  responsibility  for  forecast¬ 
ing  high  c>ollution  potential  days,  or  as 
they  are  now  known.  Air  Stagnation  Ad¬ 
visories  for  the  Baltimore  area.  Since 
January  1970,  significant  air  stagnation 
has  been  forecast  on  72  days,  or  an  aver¬ 
age  of  19  days  per  year.  Of  these  72  days, 
36  days,  or  one  half  of  the  total,  were  in 
the  months  of  June,  July,  and  August 
when  photochemical  oxidants  are  most 
likely  to  be  a  problem.  Actual  records  of 
air  quality  measurements  in  the  region 
clearly  show  the  high  frequency  with 
which  standards  are  exceeded  during  the 
summer  months. 

Air  quality  and  reduction.  The  State 
of  Maryland,  in  its  transportation  con¬ 
trol  plan  submission  of  Jime  15, 1973,  in¬ 
cluded  a  maximum  validated  8-hour 
average  carbon  monoxide  reading  of  21 
ppm.  After  verifying  with  the  Maryland 
Bureau  of  Air  Quality  Control  that  this 
level  had  occurred  on  two  separate  oc¬ 
casions  (August  5  and  6,  1971),  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  determined  it  to  be  the  Balti¬ 
more  air  quality  level  for  this  pollutant 
upon  which  the  control  strategy  may  be 
based.  Similarly,  a  maximum  validated 
1-hour  average  photochemical  oxidant 
reading  of  0.21  ppm  was  verified  to  have 
occurred  several  times  (on  August  20, 
1972)  and,  therefore  is  the  Baltimore 
air  quality  level  for  this  pollutant  upon 
which  the  control  strategy  may  be  based. 

According  to  the  Maryland  plan,  total 
carbon  monoxide  emissions  in  the  area 
defined  in  the  Baltimore  Metropiolitan 
Area  Transportation  Study,  known  as 
the  BMATS  area,  were  507,800  tons  in 
1972.  (For  a  definition  of  this  area,  see 
“Transportation  Controls  to  Reduce 
Motor  Vehicle  Emissions  in  Baltimore, 
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Maryland,”  EPA  Report  APTI>-1443.  p 
11-27).  Total  daily  peak-p«iod  emis¬ 
sions  (6-9  am)  of  hydrocailxHis  in  the 
BMATS  area  were  57.7  tons  in  1972. 
Based  on  more  accurate  emission  and 
deterioration  factors  for  mobile  sources, 
as  presented  in  “An  Interim  Report  on 
Motor  Vehicle  Emission  Estimation,”  by 
D.  S.  Kircher  and  D.  P.  Armstrong,  EPA 
calculations  indicate  baseline  nnission 
inventories  of  592,737  tons  per  year  and 
61.0  tons  per  peak  period,  for  carbon 
monoxide  and  hydrocarbons,  respec¬ 
tively.  The  rationale  for  the  use  of  the 
peak-period  hydrocarbon  emissions  is 
presented  at  the  end  of  this  section  of 
the  preamble. 

CHi  the  basis  of  the  foregoing  emission 
data  baselin^  the  EPA  calculates  that  a 
carbon  monoxide  emissions  reduction  of 
337,860  tons  from  592,737  tons  in  1972  to 
254,877  tons  using  the  rollback  tech¬ 
nique,  (See  “Technical  Support  Docu¬ 
ment  for  the  Transp>ortation  Control 
Plan  for  the  Metropolitan  Baltimore  In¬ 
trastate  Region,”  EPA,  Region  III)  is 
necessary  in  the  BMATS  area  to  meet  the 
naticmal  ambient  air  quality  standard  for 
that  p<^utant.  Based  on  EPA  calcula¬ 
tions  using  40  Part  51,  Appendix  J, 
the  pedk  period  hydrocarbon  emissions 
must  be  reduced  by  70  percent  of  the  1972 
emissions  in  the  BMATS  area  from  a 
level  of  61.0  tcffis  to  a  level  of  18.3  tons. 
Since  significantly  greater  mission  re¬ 
ductions  are  required  for  hydrocarbons, 
the  control  measures  proposed  to  attain 
the  oxidant  standard  will  be  more  than 
sufficient  to  attain  the  carbon  monoxide 
standard. 

Hydrocarbon  emission  concentrations 
durffig  the  6-9  am  period  are  related 
to  peak  oxidant  readings  in  the  after¬ 
noon,  after  mixing  with  nitrogen  ox¬ 
ides  in  Uie  presence  of  strcmg  simlight. 
Since  emissions  of  hydrocarbons  vary 
considerably  during  the  day,  the  rush 
hours  account  for  a  dispr(HX)rticaiate 
amount  of  raiissions  due  to  the  signifi¬ 
cance  of  the  contribution  of  motor  vehi¬ 
cles.  Hence,  the  hydrocarbon  emission 
inventories  and  strategy  effects  were  de¬ 
termined  for  this  peak  period.  Justifica¬ 
tion  for  this  rationale  is  provided  by  the 
fact  that  the  conversion  curve  (40  C7FR 
Pwt  51,  Appendix  J)  establishes  the  rela¬ 
tionship  l^ween  peak  6  to  9  am  hydro- 
cartxxi  emissions  and  the  maximum  for¬ 
mation  of  oxidants.  To  ensure  against 
reducing  only  peak  period  emissions  and 
allowing  emissions  at  other  times,  most 
of  the  strategies  have  the  effect  of  reduc¬ 
ing  emissions  throughout  the  day.  The 
peak  period  was  used  to  calculate  the 
effectiveness  of  the  strategy  on  the  peak 
period  emissions. 

The  stationary  source  controls  which 
are  presented  in  Table  2  reflect  on-going 
state  programs  for  control  of  stationary 
source  emissions.  These  controls  consist 
of:  (1)  Enforcement  of  ciurent  regula¬ 
tions,  (2)  adoption  of  stationary  source 
rules  limiting  the  construction  of  new 
sources  of  hydrocarbon  emissions,  (3) 
recovery  of  vapors  fimn  gas-handling, 
and  (4)  reductions  in  dry  cleaning  and 
other  organic  solvent  losses. 


State  Tbai^obtatioit  Contbol  Plan 

The  State  of  Maryland  Plan  for  the 
Metropolitan  Baltimore  Intrastate  Re- 
gi(Xi  cmitained  five  basic  strategies  and 
one  episode  strategy.  These  were:  (1) 
Federal  Motor  Vehicle  Control  Program 
(PMVCTP),  (2)  additional  stationary 
source  controls,  (3)  the  Periodic  Motor 
Vehicle  Inspection  Program,  (4)  catal3i;ic 
retrofit  of  heavy  duty  vehicles,  (5)  im¬ 
proved  public  transportation,  and  (6) 
vehicle  use  restrictions  during  predicted 
stagnations  in  the  summer  months.  Ex¬ 
cept  for  the  PMVCT*,  the  strategies,  as 
proposed  by  the  Bureau  of  Air  Quality 
Control,  were  evaluated  in  order  to  de¬ 
termine  whether  they  were  adequate  to 
attain  standards.  (See  38  FR  16550,  June 
22,  1973,  and  “Evaluation  Report  for  the 
State  of  Maryland  (Metropolitan  Balti¬ 
more.”) 

A  brief  summary  of  these  strategies 
and  their  evaluation  is  given  in  the  fol¬ 
lowing  paragraphs: 

The  stationary  source  controls  include: 
(a)  Gasoline  handling  emissions  control, 
both  on  the  station  storage  tanks  and 
on  the  gasoline  pumps,  (b)  dry  cleaning 
solvents  control  and  (c)  wnissions  frozen 
at  cxirrent  levels. 

The  Maryland  Plan  included  prcflposed 
regulations  for  the  installation  of  vapor 
balance  lines  or  equally  effective  vapor 
discharge  control  systems  on  all  motor 
vehicle  fuel  loading  systems.  The  plan 
states  a  90  percent  hydrocarbon  emission 
reduction  will  be  achieved  for  all  gasoline 
service  station  losses,  although  the  pro¬ 
posed  regulations  (since  adopted  by 
Maryland)  do  not  ensure  that  this  re¬ 
duction  will,  in  fact,  occur.  Therefore,  the 
Administrator  considered  it  necessary  to 
propose  and  to  promulgate  measures 
which  require  the  installation  of  vapor 
recovery  devices  which  are  90  percent  ef¬ 
fective,  on  both  the  loading  facilities  for 
service  station  storage  tanks  and  at  the 
gasoline  pumps. 

The  Maryland  Plan  included  a  pro¬ 
posed  regulation  which  would  accelerate 
to  May  31,  1973,  the  use  of  non-photo- 
chemically  reactive  hydrocarbons  in  dry 
cleaning  operations.  As  stated  in  the 
Federal  Register  (38  FR  20769),  the 
Administrator  approves  this  concept  and 
recognizes  that  Maryland  is  proceeding 
expeditiously  to  promulgate  such  a  reg¬ 
ulation  in  final  form. 

Also  Included  In  the  Maryland  Plan 
were  two  measures  designed  to  prevent 
additional  hydrocarbon  emissions  from 
major  sources.  The  first  element,  would 
require  the  reduction  of  hydrocarbon 
emissions  from  all  existing  stationary 
sources  to  a  level  equal  to  full  control 
imder  current  regulations  and  the  sub¬ 
sequent  maintenance  of  total  emissions 
at  that  level. 

The  Maryland  Plan  also  proposed  to 
prohibit  new  major  hydrocarbon  sources 
from  moving  into  the  Region.  Although 
no  specific  regulations  had  been  adopted 
or  proposed  by  Maryland  for  these  mesis- 
ures,  the  Administrator  had  determined 
that  emission  reductions  claimed  were 
technically  proper  and  that  legal  au¬ 


thority  exists  to  impose  the  freeze.  A  reg¬ 
ulation  is  being  promulgated  to  assure 
its  implementation. 

Mobile  source  controls  proposed  by 
the  State  of  Maryland  included  the  Pe¬ 
riodic  Motor  Vehicle  Inspection  (PMVI) 
program  and  the  installation  of  catalytic 
retrofit  devices  on  all  heavy  duty  vehicles. 

The  PMVI  program  which  was  pro¬ 
posed  included  a  dynamic  (loaded)  emis¬ 
sions  inspection  program  for  both  light 
and  heavy  duty  vehicles.  The  proposed 
program  specifies  a  state-administered 
program  with  87  inspection  lanes  (43  in 
the  Metropolitan  Baltimore  Region) , 
and  requires  the  design  of  failure  criteria 
such  that  a  reduction  of  12  percent  hy¬ 
drocarbon  and  10  percent  carbon  monox¬ 
ide  emissions  will  result.  However,  since 
neither  the  legal  authority  nor  a  detailed 
description  of  the  proposed  regulations 
was  submitted  with  the  plan,  the  Admin¬ 
istrator  considered  it  necessary  to  pro¬ 
pose  and  to  promulgate  a  region-wide 
inspection/maintenance  program. 

The  Maryland  plan  included  a  pro¬ 
posal  for  the  retrofit  of  medium  and 
heavy  duty  vehicles  with  50  percent  ef¬ 
fective  catidytic  retrofits.  Since  no  legal 
authority  was  demonstrated,  nor  regula¬ 
tions  included;  nor  test  data  provided 
to  confirm  the  proposed  reductions;  nor 
any  intergovernmental  arrangements 
with  New  York  Cfity  which  had  initiated 
a  similar  program  primarily  directed 
towards  control  of  carbon  monoxide, 
whereas  Maryland  was  primarily  seek¬ 
ing  a  hydrocarbon  control  program;  the 
Administrator  was  obliged  to  disapprove 
this  proposed  strategy.  A  regulation  for 
catalytic  retrofit  of  medium  duty  vehicles 
is  promulgated  herewith.  EPA  believes, 
as  more  fully  described  below,  that  cata¬ 
lytic  retrofit  of  heavy  duty  vehicles  is  not 
feasible  at  this  time.  Accordingly,  a  dif¬ 
ferent  retrofit  program  for  these  vehicles 
is  promulgated  herewith. 

The  Maryland  plan  contained  a  trans¬ 
portation  control  package  consisting  of 
proposals  for  traffic  flow  improvements 
and  VMT  reduction  measures.  To  facili¬ 
tate  traffic  flow  a  TOPICS '-type  program 
was  proposed  which  calls  for  sophisti¬ 
cated  signal  controls,  parking  restric¬ 
tions,  lane  widening,  tum-lane  additions 
and  channelization  projects.  Since  the 
projects  included  in  this  plan  are  ex¬ 
pected  to  expedite  traffic  flow  overall  by 
about  10  percent,  it  is  anticipated  that 
emissi(»i  reductions  will  result.  The  VMT 
reduction  measures  proposed  Included 
establishment  of  express  bus-lanes,  pur¬ 
chase  of  skdditional  buses,  and  promotion 
of  carpools.  The  plan  claimed  a  13  per¬ 
cent  reduction  in  VMT  for  the  transpor¬ 
tation  control  package  although  it  also 
stated  that  a  75  percent  to  85  percent  re¬ 
duction  in  emissions  attributable  to  a  re¬ 
duction  in  VMT  would  be  needed  to  at¬ 
tain  standards  by  1977.  In  any  event,  the 
proposals  were  not  accennpanied  by  suffi¬ 
cient  technical  data,  impl^oitation 
schedules,  and  legal  and  regulatory  au¬ 
thorities  to  ensure  the  dlaimed  13  percent 
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reduction  in  VMT.  Consequently,  the 
Administrator  ccxisidered  it  necessary  to 
propose  and  promulgate  bus  lane,  park¬ 
ing  control,  and  carix)ol  measures. 

Finally,  the  Maryland  plan  proposed 
a  program  to  restrict  traflBc  during  pre¬ 
dicted  high  air  pollution  periods.  No  spe¬ 
cific  emission  reductions  were  claimed 
for  this  measure:  however,  Maryland  in¬ 
vited  Federal  participation  in  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  such  a  pr(^ram.  Since  the 
EPA  does  not  know  of  any  prediction 
system  of  demonstrated  reliability  in  ac¬ 
curately  forecasting  all  high  air  pollu¬ 
tion  periods,  the  Administrator  was  and 
remains  imable  to  accept  this  strategy 
as  a  viable  emission  control  program. 

Original  EPA  Proposal 

In  addition  to  the  missions  reductions 
of  the  Federal  Motor  Vehicle  Control 
Program,  the  EPA  proposed,  in  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Register  of  August  2,  1973  (38  FR 
20769),  the  following  measures  to  reduce 
carbon  monoxide  and  hydrocarbon  emis¬ 
sions;  (1)  Gasoline  handling  vapor  re¬ 
covery  (modification  of  measure  in 
Maryland’s  Transportation  Control 
Plan) ;  (2)  inspection  and  maintenance 
(Modification  of  measure  in  Maryland’s 
Transportation  Control  Plan) ;  (3)  mass 
transit  improvements  (included  in  Mary¬ 
land’s  Transportation  Control  Plan) 
which  were  supplemented  by  specific 
regulations  for  (a)  bus/carpool  match¬ 
ing  system,  (b)  management  of  parking 
supply,  (c)  limitation  of  public  parking, 
and  (d)  preferential  bus/carpool  treat¬ 
ment;  (4)  vacuum  spark  advance  dis¬ 
connect  (VSAD)  of  pre-1968  light  duty 
vehicles;  (5)  oxidizing  catalyst  retrofit 
of  certain  light  duty  vehicles  of  model 
years  1968  through  1975;  and  (6)  gaso¬ 
line  distribution  Umitations.  The  meas¬ 
ures,  as  proposed  would  have  provided 
for  an  attainment  date  of  May  31,  1977. 
In  addition,  emission  reduction  credit 
was  given  to  Maryland’s  proposed  sta¬ 
tionary  source  rule  strengthening 
measure. 

Final  EPA  Promulgation 

The  Environmental  Protection  Agency 
herewith  promulgates  regulations  de¬ 
signed  to  correct  specific  deficiencies  in 
the  Maryland  plan.  The  original  EPA 
proposals  have  been  modified  to  reflect 
testimony  at  the  public  hearings,  writ¬ 
ten  comments  and  other  new  technical 
information  available  to  the  Administra¬ 
tor,  and  to  also  reflect  additional  tech¬ 
nical  information  provided  by,  the  Mary¬ 
land  IDepartment  of  'Transportation,  the 
Baltimore  (fity  Department  of  Planning, 
and  the  Mass  Transit  Administration 
(MTD). 

In  the  Federal  Register  of  August  2, 
1973  (38  FR  20769),  the  Administrator 
stated  that  the  EPA  would  be  evaluating 
a  submission  by  the  State  of  Maryland 
on  June  28,  1973,  concerning  measures 
to  reduce  hydrocarbon  emissions  through 
vapor  recovery  during  service  station 
(Stage  1)  and  automobile  tank  (Stage 
2)  refueling  operations.  On  July  20, 1973, 
Maryland  forwarded  proposed  regula¬ 
tions  for  these  measures,  and  subse¬ 


quently  adopted  regulations  <mi  October 
3.  1973  to  be  effective  on  December  2, 
1973.  The  adoption  by  the  State  of  Mary¬ 
land  of  such  regulations,  their  general 
content,  and  a  number  of  steps  which 
Maryland  has  taken  to  obtain  approvable 
vapor  collection  systems  has  clearly  dem¬ 
onstrated  to  the  Administrator  that 
Maryland  is  moving  forward  in  this  field. 
The  Administrator  is  also  aware  that 
Maryland  intends  to  approve  systems 
whose  collection  eflBciency  is  equal  to  or 
gfi-eater  than  90  percent  when  such  sys¬ 
tems  are  demonstrated  to  be  safe,  reli¬ 
able,  and  available.  However,  since  the 
currently  adopted  regulations  do  not 
make  a  specific  commitment  for  a  90 
percent  collection  efiBciency,  the  Admin¬ 
istrator  is  promulgating  regulations  for 
vapor  recovery  which  are  similar  to  those 
which  had  been  proposed  on  August  2, 
1973.  Comments  which  were  received  on 
these  measures  generally  supported  them 
in  principle  but  raised  questions  concern¬ 
ing  the  availability  of  control  systems 
by  May  31,  1977,  applicability  to  small  ' 
service  stations,  and  technical  details. 
The  requirements  which  are  not  being 
promulgated  refiect  modifications  of  the 
proposed  regulations  as  follows;  (a) 
More  design  flexibility  is  permitted  to 
ensure  vapor  tight  connections  between 
delivery  vessels  and  storage  containers, 
(b)  provisions  have  been  added  to  ensure 
compatibihty  between  systems  used  for 
Stages  1  and  2  fueling  operations,  (c) 
exceptions  have  been  included  for  cer¬ 
tain  small  size  facilities,  and  (d)  the 
compliance  requirements  have  be6n  re¬ 
defined  and  the  final  compliance  dates 
have  been  extended  to  March  1,  1976  for 
Stage  1  control  systems  and  to  May  31. 
1977  for  Stage  2  control  systems.  The 
EPA  estimates  that  the  total  annual  cost 
to  each  vehicle  owner  for  the  Stages  1 
and  2  vapor  control  program  will  be 
$3.20  on  the  assumption  that  all  the 
costs  of  control  are  reflected  in  the  gaso¬ 
line  prices. 

The  State  of  Maryland  has  recently 
adopted  (October  3, 1973)  a  regulation  to 
achieve  100  percent  reduction  in  oxidant 
related  hydrocarbon  emissions  from 
solvent  used  in  drycleaning  operati(His 
by  requiring  a  total  switch  to  non-photo- 
chemically  reactive  solvents  in  such 
operations  by  May  31,  1974.  This  regula¬ 
tion,  as  of  its  effective  date,  will  be 
legally  binding  in  the  State  of  Maryland. 
However,  since  EPA  cannot  formally  ap¬ 
prove  an  adopted  regulation  until  it  has 
taken  public  comment  thereon,  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  the  comments  at  the  State  public 
hearing,  and  since  the  adopted  regula¬ 
tion  on  drycleaning  solvents  was  not  sub¬ 
mitted  to  EPA  in  time  to  permit  approval 
by  the  date  of  this  promulgation,  a  stand¬ 
ard  EPA  regulation,  already  promulgated 
for  the  Maryland  portion  of  the  National 
Capital  Interstate  AQCR,  requiring  at 
least  85  percent  control  of  oxidant  re¬ 
lated  emissions  from  drycleaning  opera¬ 
tions  is  promulgated  today.  Subject  dry- 
cleaning  operations  are  cautioned  to 
take  notice  of  the  Maryland  regulation 
requiring  100  percent  control,  and  not  to 


rely  on  the  requirement  for  only  85  per¬ 
cent  control  promulgated  today.  The  ef¬ 
fect  of  the  100  percent  control  program, 
as  compared  to  the  85  percent  control 
program,  will  be  to  further  increase  the 
value  of  hydrocarbon  emission  reductimis 
from  0.39  ton  per  peak  period.  EPA  an¬ 
ticipates  that  this  regulation  will  be  re¬ 
scinded  when  and  if  the  necessary  steps 
for  approval  of  the  Maryland  regulation 
are  taken. 

The  Maryland  Plan  included  a  control 
measure  which  would  limit  hydrocarb<«i 
emissions  from  all  users  of  photochemi- 
cally  reactive  materials  to  the  fully  con¬ 
trolled  levels  imder  existing  regulations. 
Since  this  measure  would  not  only  re¬ 
sult  in  an  appreciable  reduction  in  hydro¬ 
carbon  emissions  by  1977,  but  would  also 
contribute  substantially  to  the  post- 1977 
maintenance  of  standards,  the  Adminis¬ 
trator  is  promulgating  a  regulation 
herewith  to  assure  its  implementation. 

The  inspection  and  maintenance  regu¬ 
lation  promulgated  is  similar  to  the 
regulation  which  was  proposed  in  the 
Federal  Register  of  August  2,  1973  (38 
FR  20769).  It  differs  from  the  proposal 
in  that  it  requires  inspection  and  main¬ 
tenance  procedures  be  applied  to  me¬ 
dium  (6000  to  10,000  lbs.  gross  vehicle 
weight,  GVW)  and  heavy  (over  10,000 
lbs.  GVW)  duty  vehicles  as  well  as  light 
duty  vehicles  (under  6000  lbs.  GVW). 
Inspection  and  maintenance  of  medium 
and  heavy  duty  vehicles  were  not  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  proposal.  However,  since 
then,  as  discussed  below,  EPA  has  deter¬ 
mined  that  certain  retrofits  on  these  ve¬ 
hicles  are  feasible,  and  an  inspection  and 
maintenance  program  is  accordingly 
being  promulgated  to  make  sure  these 
regulations  achieve  their  purpose.  Ilie 
“loaded  test”  insi>ection  and  mainte¬ 
nance  measure  is  also  very  similar  to  the 
program  proposed  by  the  State  of  Mary¬ 
land  in  its  transportation  control  ad¬ 
dendum  of  June  28,  1973,  but  also  calls 
for  retest  of  failed  vehicles  following 
maintenance — a  deficiency  of  the  Mary¬ 
land  proposal.  ’The  Administrator,  in 
promulgating  this  regulation,  requires 
that  quick  action  to  implement  the  pro¬ 
gram  be  taken  in  order  that  the  first  an¬ 
nual  inspection  cycle  can  be  completed  by 
July  31,  1976.  In  comments  and  corre¬ 
spondence  received  by  the  EPA,  the 
adoption  of  an  inspection  and  mainte¬ 
nance  program  received  virtually  unani¬ 
mous  support.  Based  on  fleet  studies  of 
light  duty  vehicles,  the  additional  annual 
average  cost  for  light  duty  vehicles  is 
estimated  to  be  $3  for  the  vehicle  inspec¬ 
tion,  and  $20  to  $30  maintenance  costs 
for  those  failing  the  Inspection. 

Because  the  Maryland  plan  lacks 
specific  assurances  of  emission  reduc¬ 
tions  attributable  to  the  claimed  13  per¬ 
cent  VMT  reductions  from  improvements 
to  public  transportation,  regulations  are 
promulgated  to  strengthen  and  augment 
the  Maryland  plan.  The  Maryland  plan 
to  increase  bus  fleet  size  is  approved  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  requirement  that  a  compliance 
schedule  be  submitted,  definitely  com¬ 
mitting  the  State  to  the  Increases  in  fleet 
size  set  forth  in  the  State  plan. 
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In  addition,  the  following  regulations, 
which  were,  in  substance,  included  in  the 
August  2,  1973,  notice  of  proposed  rule- 
making  (38  PR  20769)  are  promulgated 
herewith  in  order  to  assure  implementa¬ 
tion  of  the  measures  proposed  by  the 
State  of  Maryland: 

Establishment  of  exclusive  bus/carpool 
lanes  along  major  corridors  which  al¬ 
ready  have  express  bus  service,  from  the 
following  outlying  communities  and/or 
residential  areas  to  the  CBD,  by  Janu¬ 
ary  1,  1976:  Halethorpe,  Baynesville, 
Pikesville,  Towson,  Catonsville,  Dundalk, 
Overlea-Parkville,  Randallstown,  Middle 
River -Essex,  and  the  Mount  Washington 
and  Hunting  Ridge  Sections  of  Balti¬ 
more.  In  addition,  exclusive  lanes  are 
required  to  be  established  from  Linthi- 
cum  to  the  CBD  and  from  the  CBD  to 
Sparrows  Point.  The  predicted  benefit 
from  all  of  the  above  exclusive  bus/car¬ 
pool  lanes  is  a  3.1  percent  reduction  in 
commuter  VMT.  It  is  noted  that  taxis 
with  two  or  more  passengers  can  be  re¬ 
garded  as  carpools  and  will  hence  be 
qualified  to  make  use  of  the  exclusive 
bus/carpool  lanes  as  defined  above. 

(The  Administrator  commends  the 
City  of  Baltimore  and  the  Mass  Transit 
Authority  for  the  well- developed  5.4  mile 
network  of  exclusive  bus  lanes  in  the 
Baltimore  CBD  accompanied  by  enforce¬ 
ment  of  parking  restrictions.  Since  these 
exclusive  lanes  have  been  in  operation 
since  1971,  no  additional  regulations  are 
included  in  this  promulgation  to  assure 
express  service  in  the  downtown  area.) 

Restriction  of  on-street  parking  along 
all  streets  in  the  above-named  corridors 
which  contain  dedicated  bus/carpool 
lanes  by  May  1, 1975.  This  measure  which 
is  being  promulgated  corresponds  with 
existing  on-street  parking  regulations 
which  the  Administrator  has  been  in¬ 
formed  are  receiving  excellent  compli¬ 
ance  and  enforcement  by  the  City  of 
Baltimore.  Promulgation  of  the  bus/car¬ 
pool  and  parking  restriction  regulations 
is  consistent  with  many  comments  which 
the  EPA  received  in  support  of  early  im¬ 
provements  to  mass  transit. 

Carpool  Locator  System.  This  measure, 
which  was  proposed  by  both  the  State  of 
Maryland  and  EPA,  requires  the  institu¬ 
tion  by  an  appropriate  governmental 
agency  of  a  computerized  system  by 
Jime  1,  1975,  for  matching  potential  car- 
pool  participants  whose  origin,  destina¬ 
tion,  and  commuting  schedules  are  com¬ 
patible.  This  system  is  to  be  made  avail¬ 
able  to  the  maximum  possible  number 
of  commuters.  Such  a  measure  is  neces¬ 
sary  if  the  restraints  on  individual  ve¬ 
hicle  use  contained  in  this  plan  are  to 
have  the  desired  effect  of  reducing  VMT. 
The  Administrator  is  aware  of  a  com¬ 
muter-computer  program  that  has  been 
instituted  by  radio  station  WFBR  and 
television  channel  WJZ-TV,  and  the  de¬ 
tailed  plans  for  a  city-wide  program  by 
the  Chty  of  Baltimore  Department  of 
Planning.  He  commends  these  organiza¬ 
tions  for  these  progressive  steps  to  stim¬ 
ulate  carpooling,  which,  if  expanded, 
may  well  be  able  to  satisfy  the  regula¬ 
tion’s  requirements.  This  measmre  also 


received  considerable  public  support  in 
comments  received  by  the  EPA. 

A  detailed  guide  for  the  operation  of  a 
bus/carpool  matching  program,  along 
with  a  discussion  of  a  number  of  success¬ 
ful  programs  in  operation  in  many  areas 
of  the  country,  are  contained  in  “Carpool 
and  Buspool  Matching  Guide”  (Second 
Edition,  U.S.  Department  of  Transporta¬ 
tion,  Federal  Highway  Administration, 
May  1973) .  This  report  discusses  the  con¬ 
siderations  involved  in  a  successful  pro¬ 
gram  such  as  public  information,  incen¬ 
tives,  data  processing,  and  a  continuous 
upwiating  of  the  service,  and  is  an  excel¬ 
lent  guide  and  reference  for  conducting 
such  a  program. 

The  EPA  believes  that  this  approach  to 
reducing  vehicle  miles  traveled  is  a  very 
good  short-term  strategy.  It  involves  a 
minimum  investment. 

Management  of  parking  supply.  This 
regulation,  which  was  included  in  the 
EPA  proposal,  requires  the  pre-construc¬ 
tion  review  of  new  parking  facilities  in 
pollution-impacted  areas  and  will  en¬ 
hance  the  effectiveness  of  the  City  of 
Baltimore  programs  for  increased  mass 
transit  patronage.  The  regulation  here¬ 
with  promulgated  requires  the  obtaining 
of  a  permit  before  commencing  the  con¬ 
struction  of  any  facility  of  250  or  more 
spaces.  A  permit  will  only  be  granted 
after  it  is  determined  that  the  parking 
facility  will  not  have  an  effect  inconsist¬ 
ent  with  a  plan’s  VMT  reduction  goals  or 
cause  a  violation  of  any  ambient  air 
quality  standard.  Facilities  of  50  or  more 
spaces  may  be  reviewed  if  the  Adminis¬ 
trator  determines  that  they  will  have  a 
significant  impact  on  the  control  strategy 
in  a  given  area.  This  regulation  applies 
to  all  construction  commenced  after  Au¬ 
gust  15,  1973  imless  contract  for  on-site 
construction  work  was  signed  prior  to 
that  date. 

This  regulation  establishes  review  pro¬ 
cedures  similar  to  those  which  the  EPA 
is  proposing  for  Indirect  Sources  as  dis¬ 
cussed  in  the  Federal  Register  of  Oc¬ 
tober  30,  1973  (38  FR  29893).  In  the  case 
of  sources  which  would  otherwise  be 
subject  to  review  both  under  this  plan 
and  under  a  finally-promulgated  in¬ 
direct  Sources  regulation,  a  single  re¬ 
view  procedure  will  be  established. 

Additional  vehicle  restraints  and  VMT 
reduction  measures  are  included  in  the 
final  regulations  that  were  not  among 
the  proposed  regulations.  As  indicated  in 
the  Federal  Register  of  August  2,  1973 
(38  FR  20769),  the  Administrator  has 
been  continuing  to  study  additional  rea¬ 
sonably  available  measures  that  will  re¬ 
sult  in  reduction  of  vehicle  miles  traveled 
by  automobiles.  The  Act  requires  that  all 
control  measures  that  are  reasonably 
available  must  be  applied  before  an  ex¬ 
tension  may  be  granted.  EPA  is  under  a 
court  order  to  promulgate  a  plan  that 
meets  this  test  without  further  delay.  Ac¬ 
cordingly  additional  measures  that  have 
come  to  the  attention  of  the  Admin¬ 
istrator  and  that  are  reasonably  avail¬ 
able  in  the  effected  areas  are  included 
in  this  promulgation.  These  are  iden¬ 
tified  in  the  following  subparagraphs. 


Although  the  regulations  promul¬ 
gated  herewith  are  intended  to  be  fully 
enforceable  as  promulgated,  public  com¬ 
ments  on  these  measures  is  invited,  and 
EPA  is  prepared  to  revise  the  plan  in 
any  manner  which  such  comments  indi¬ 
cate  would  be  advisable. 

Employer  parking  policy.  This  regula¬ 
tion  provides  for  a  bus  and  carpool  in¬ 
centive  and  promotion  program  that  will 
initially  require  by  February  1,  1974,  all 
private  and  public  employers  providing 
700  or  more  emnloyee  parking  spaces  in 
one  location  within  the  region  to  submit 
a  plan  to  provide  incentives  to  those  em¬ 
ployees  that  will  encourage  them  either 
to  ride  to  work  in  carpools  or  to  ride  the 
bus  or  streetcar.  By  February  1,  1975, 
plans  will  be  required  from  employers 
with  70  or  more  employee  spaces  in  one 
location.  Possible  elements  of  these  plans 
are:  subsidies  to  employees  using  mass 
transit,  reduced  parking  spaces  or  sur¬ 
charges  for  those  driving  alone,  charter 
buses  (bus-pool) ,  and  preferential  park¬ 
ing  for  carpools. 

Bikeway  network.  This  measure  re¬ 
quires  the  State  of  Maryland  to  com¬ 
plete  a  study  by  March  1,  1975,  of  the 
best  locations  and  designs  for  bikeway 
routes  and  bikeway  parking  facilities  for 
commuters  into  the  Baltimore  CBD.  The 
study  is  to  be  made  with  a  view  toward 
safety  and  security,  and  is  to  make  rec¬ 
ommendations  for  “rules  of  the  road”  for 
bicyclists.  Upon  conclusion  of  the  study, 
the  State  of  Maryland  and  such  local 
jurisdictions  as  the  State  requests  to  par¬ 
ticipate,  are  required  to  establish  at 
least  a  15-mile  bicycle  network  oriented 
to  the  Baltimore  CBD  by  May  31,  1976, 
unless  it  is  demonstrated  to  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator’s  satisfaction  that  the  max¬ 
imum  practicable  network  is  a  lesser 
amount.  The  Administrator  commends 
the  Maryland  Department  of  Transpor¬ 
tation  and  the  City  of  Baltimore  De¬ 
partment  of  Planning  for  their  on-going 
bikeway  programs,  several  elements  of 
which  are  already  in  the  construction 
phase. 

Since  the  Clean  Air  Act  of  1970  re¬ 
quires  that  all  reasonably  available 
measures  be  implemented  as  expedi¬ 
tiously  as  practicable,  the  Administra¬ 
tor  also  proposed,  on  August  2,  1973  (38 
PR  20769),  the  implementation  of  sev¬ 
eral  retrofit  measures  which  will  result 
in  substantial  reductions  of  hydrocarbon 
and  carbon  monoxide  emissions.  Cat¬ 
alytic  retrofit  devices,  which  are  neces¬ 
sary  to  provide  the  maximum  emission 
reductions  (albeit  insufficient  to  assure 
attainment  of  the  national  ambient  air 
quality  standards) ,  will  not  be  available 
until  late  1976.  However,  the  dictates  of 
the  Clean  Air  Act  require  that  all  feas¬ 
ible  alternative  measures  be  implemented 
as  expeditiously  as  practicable.  Hence, 
the  Administrator  proposed  on  August  2, 
1973  (38  FR  20769) ,  and  is  promulgating 
herewith,  the  installation,  by  January  1, 
1976,  of  vacuum  spark  advance  discon¬ 
nect  (VSAD)  devices  on  all  pre-1968 
light  duty  vehicles.  Although  substantial 
adverse  testimony  was  presented  at  the 
public  hearings  to  Indicate  the  socially 
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regressive  nature  of  these  devices,  citing 
that  the  financial  burden  will  fall  on 
those  least  able  to  pay,  the  Administra¬ 
tor  has  concluded  that  installation  of 
this  relatively  inexpensive  device  is  nec¬ 
essary  to  comply  with  the  terms  of  the 
Clean  Air  Act  and  will  not  impose  an 
excessive  financial  burden  on  the  own¬ 
ers  of  pre-1968  automobiles.  As  noted 
in  the  General  Preamble,  the  VSAD  costs 
only  $20  and  provides  reductions  of  25 
percent  for  hydrocarbons  and  9  percent 
for  carbon  monoxide.  The  Administra¬ 
tor  is  herewith  promulgating  a  measure 
whose  regulatory  language  merely  re¬ 
quires  the  installation  of  a  retrofit  de¬ 
vice  which  will  achieve  at  least  the 
above-stated  reductions  of  hydrocarbons 
and  carbon  monoxide.  By  so  doing,  the 
State  of  Maryland  is  provided  the  op¬ 
tion  of  establishing  a  single  carburetion- 
type  retrofit  device  for  all  pre-1968  ve¬ 
hicles  and  appropriate  1968-1971  model 
year  vehicles,  although  probably  at  a  cost 
higher  than  the  VSAD  device. 

Installation  of  the  catalsdiic  retrofit  de¬ 
vices  on  1968-1975  model  year  light  duty 
vehicles  capable  of  performing  properly 
on  \mleaded  91  Research  Octane  Number 
(RON)  gasoline  was  proposed  in  the 
August  2,  1973  issue  of  the  Federal  Reg¬ 
ister  (38  FR  20769).  This  measure  is 
promulgated  herewith  only  for  the  1971- 
1975  model  year  light  duty  vehicles  since 
only  20  percent  of  the  pre-1971  light  duty 
vehicles  can  perform  properly  on  the  un¬ 
leaded  91  RON  gasoline  which  will  be 
available.  Post-1975  cars  will  be 
equipped  with  catalytic  devices  by  the 
manufacturer.  Despite  the  substantial 
adverse  testimony  which  was  presented 
at  the  public  hearings,  the  Administra¬ 
tor  has  included  regulations  herewith 
which  require  the  Installation  of  these 
devices  cxi  all  applicable  vehicles  of  the 
1971-1975  model  years  in  order  to  com¬ 
ply  with  the  requirements  of  the  Clean 
Air  Act.  Emission  reductions  of  50  per¬ 
cent  for  hydrocarbons  and  50  percent  for 
carbon  monoxide  are  expected  to  result 
from  implementation  of  this  measure. 
As  noted  in  the  General  Preamble,  the 
proportion  of  light  duty  vehicles  to 
which  catalytic  systems  are  applicable 
is  75  percent  of  1971-1974  model  year 
vehicles. 

Since  the  measures  proposed  in  the 
August  2,  1973  notice  of  proposed  rule- 
making  (38  FR  20769)  were  insufiOcient 
to  assure  attainment  of  the  national 
ambient  air  quality  standards,  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  is  promiilgating  additional 
retrofit  measmes  which  have  been  de¬ 
termined  to  be  feasible  since  the  time 
of  the  former  proposal.  These  additional 
measures  include:  (1)  Retrofit  with  air/ 
fuel  control  devices  of  light  duty  vehicles 
of  1968-1971  model  years  which  are  not 
required  to  be  retrofitted  with  an  oxidiz¬ 
ing  catalyst;  (2)  catalytic  retrofit  of  all 
medium  duty  vehicles  (6,000  to  10,000 
lbs.  gross  vehicle  weight)  which  are 
capable  of  performing  properly  with  91 
RON  gasoline;  (3)  retrofit  of  medium 
duty  vehicles,  which  are  not  req\iired  to 
be  retrofitted  with  an  oxidizing  catalyst, 
with  air/fuel  retrofit  devices;  and  (4) 
retrofit  of  all  heavy  duty  vehicles  (gross 


vehicle  weight  greater  than  10,000  lbs.) 
with  carburetor  modifications  or  alter¬ 
native  air/fuel  control  devices. 

Retrofit  with  an  air/fuel  control  device 
of  1968-1971  model  year  light-duty  ve¬ 
hicles  which  are  not  required  to  be  retro¬ 
fitted  with  an  oxidizing  catalyst  will 
result  in  a  25  percent  reduction  in  hydro¬ 
carbon  emissions  and  a  40  percent  reduc¬ 
tion  in  carbon  monoxide  raiissions  for 
each  vehicle.  Although  final  evaluati(m 
by  the  EPA  awaits  the  completion  o£  a 
test  program  scheduled  to  be  completed 
by  November,  1974,  preliminary  tests  by 
several  manufacturers  indicates  no  deg¬ 
radation  of  engine  performance  after 
25,000  miles  of  operation. 

A  regulation  is  included  In  this  pro¬ 
mulgation  which  will  require  the  instal¬ 
lation  of  oxidizing  catalyst  devices  on  aU 
1971-1975  model  year  medium  duty  ve¬ 
hicles  which  are  capable  of  p>erforming 
properly  with  unleaded  91  RON  gcisoline. 
EPA  analysis  of  limited  available  tech¬ 
nical  data  indicates  potential  reductions 
of  50  percent  of  hydrocarbon  emissions 
and  50  percent  of  carbon  numoxide  emis¬ 
sions.  Since  the  operating  characteristics 
of  medium  duty  vehicle  mglnes  are  es¬ 
sentially  the  same  as  those  of  light  duty 
vehicles,  no  appreciable  degradation  in 
performance  is  expected  to  result  from 
the  installation  of  these  devices. 

For  those  pre-1974  medium  duty  ve¬ 
hicles  which  are  not  required  to  be  retro¬ 
fitted  with  an  oxidizing  catalyst,  a  regu¬ 
lation  is  included  which  will  require  the 
Installation  of  an  air /fuel  device,  which 
will  provide  a  leaner  air-fuel  mixture 
and  will  result  in  emissions  reductions  of 
15  percent  for  hydrocarbons  and  30  per¬ 
cent  for  carbon  monoxide.  Since  the 
leaner  mixture  produces  more  complete 
combustion,  test  data  Indicate  a  net  fu^ 
saving  of  4  percent. 

The  substantial  emissions  generated  by 
heavy  duty  vehicles  (gross  vehicle  weight 
greater  than  10,000  lb.)  suggest  that  ap¬ 
preciable  reductions  could  result  from 
the  installation  of  ai^roprlate  ccmtrol 
devices  on  this  class  of  vehicles  as  origi¬ 
nally  proposed  by  the  State  of  Maryland. 
Since  current  tests  by  the  EPA  indicate 


the  incidence  of  deleterious  high  temper¬ 
ature  effects  on  exhaust  systems  and 
catalytic  devices  when  catalytic  convert¬ 
ers  are  installed  on  heavy  duty  vehicles, 
the  Administrator  is  promulgating  here¬ 
with  a  regulation  which  requires  the  in¬ 
stallation  of  carburetor  modifications  or 
air/fuel  retrofit  devices  on'all  heavy  duty 
vehicles  by  May  31,  1977.  Results  of  re¬ 
cent  tests  conducted  as  part  of  an  eval¬ 
uation  program  sponsor^  jointly  by  the 
EPA  and  the  City  of  New  York  indicate 
potential  reductions  of  30  percent  of 
hydrocarbcHi  emissions  and  40  percent  of 
carbon  monoxide  emissions. 

A  regulation  is  included  in  this  promul- 
gration  that  would  require  State  and/or 
local  authorities  to  monitor  VMT,  vehicle 
speeds,  and  per-vehicle  emission  reduc¬ 
tions,  and  to  report  such  data  to  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  on  a  quarterly  basis. 

Finally,  evMi  with  the  timely  imple¬ 
mentation  of  the  aforementioned  meas¬ 
ures  (See  Table  1),  It  is  estimated  that 
the  national  standards  for  photochemical 
oxidants  and  carbon  monoxide  will  not 
be  met  in  the  Metropolitan  Baltimore 
Intrastate  Region  by  May  31, 1977.  Under 
the  requirements  of  the  Clean  Air  Act, 
the  EPA  has  no  choice  but  to  include  in 
the  plan  any  such  measure  that  can 
achieve  the  standards  by  that  date. 
Therefore,  the  Administrator  is  promul¬ 
gating  a  regulation  limiting  gasoline 
.  sales  (rationing)  to  the  extent  necessary 
to  achieve  the  standards  by  the  May  31, 
1977  date.  However,  the  EPA  does  not 
believe  that  such  massive  gasoline  ra¬ 
tioning,  assuming  adequate  supplies  are 
available,  is  either  socially  acceptable  or 
enforceable,  and  will  utilize  every  means 
available  to  avoid  the  need  to  impose 
gasoline  rationing  to  reach  air  quality 
goals  by  1977. 

Summary 

Comparison  of  the  strategies  proposed 
by  Maryland  on  June  15,  1973,  and  by 
the  EPA  on  August  2,  1973  (38  FR  20769) 
with  the  strategies  pr(»nulgated  here¬ 
with  is  presented  in  Table  1.  Base  year 
emissions  and  the  effects  of  the  promul¬ 
gated  measures  are  presented  in  Table  2. 


Table  1.— EPA  Tkanspobtation  Control  Plan 


Maryland  plan 

EPA  proposal 

EPA  promulgation 

STATIONARY  SOURCE  CONTROLS 

Service  station  tank  vapor  recovery. 
Service  station  pump  vapor  recovery. 

Control  of  dry  cleaning  losses. 
Limitation  of  major  soorce  emlsslona. 
Prohibition  of  nev  major  souroee. 

Service  station  tank  vapor  recovery. 
Service  station  pmnp  vapor  re¬ 
covery. 

(Control  of  dry  cleaning  lossea. 
Control  of  organic  solvents. 

Service  station  tank  vapor  recovery; 
Service  station  pump  vapor  recovery. 

Control  of  dry  cleaning  lossea. 
Limitation  of  major  source  emissions. 

MOBaE  SOURCE  CONTROLS 

Inspection-maintenances 

HDV  catalytic  retrofit. 

Inspection-maintenance. 

VSAD  retrofit,  pre-68  LDV. 

LDV  catalytic  retrofit. 

Inspection-maintenance. 

HDV  air-fuel  control  retrofit. 

VSAD  retrofit,  pre-^  LDV. 

LDV  catalytic  retrofit. 

LDV  air-fuel  control  retrofit. 

MDV  catalytic  retrofit. 

MDV  air-fuel  control  retrofit. 
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TMT  CONTROtS 


Transit  service  improvements. 
Carpool  locator. 

Express  busways. 

Trafflc  flow  improvements. 
Episode  vehicle  exclusion. 


Exclusive  bnslanes. 

Limitation  of  onstreet  parking. 


Gasoline  distribution  limitation. 


Carpool  locator. 

Exclusive  busways. 

Limitation  of  onstreet  parking. 
Traflflc  flow  improvements. 
Management  of  poking  supply. 
Employer’s  parking  policy. 

Study  and  establishment  of  bike¬ 
ways. 

Gasoline  distribution  limitation. 


Table  2— Compilation  op  Control  Strateot  Effects  for  the  Metropolitan  Baltimore  Intrastate  Ah 
Quality  Control  Region  on  May  31,  1977 

Carbon  monoxide 

Hydrocarbons 

Tons  per  Percent  of 

year  base  year 

Tons  per 
peak  period 

Percent  ol 
base  year 

.  892, 737  100. 0 

61.0 

100.0 

Redaction  r^air^  to  reach  NAAQS . 

.  337,860  67.0 

42.7 

70.0 

8TATIONABY  80UBCE8 

Emissions  without  control  strat^y . .  103, 300  17. 4 

Expected  reduction  from  existing  regulations: 

(a)  Solvent  control. . . . - . - . - 

(b)  Gasoline  handling  vapor  recovery  (bulk) . . . . . . . . 

(c)  Drycleaning  emi^ons  control . . . . . - . . 

(d)  Aircraft  ground  operations . 

(e)  Net  result  of  industrial  growth . .  —6, 875  —0. 9 

Promulgated  stationary  source  controls: 

(a)  Control  and  prohibition  of  major  sources . . . . . . 

(b)  Gasoline  handling  vapor  recovery  (stage  D . 

(c)  Gasoline  handli^  vapor  recovery  (stage  II) - - - - - 

Stationary  source  emissions  remaining . . . .  108, 876  18. 4 


13.6 

22.1 

0.86 

1.4 

1.0 

1.6 

0.39 

0.6 

-0.18 

-0.3 

-0.17 

-0.8 

0.62 

0.9 

0.87 

0.9 

0.95 

1.6 

9.67 

16.7 

MOBILE  SOURCES 


Emissions  from  LDV’s,  MDV’s,  and  HDV’s  without  con¬ 
trol  strategy . 

Expected  reductions: 

(a)  Federal  motor  vehicle  control  program* . . 

(b)  Inspection  and  maintenance  (LDV,  MDV) - 

-  (c)  V8AD  retrofit,  pre-1968  LDV's . 

(d)  Air-fuel  retrofit,  1968-1971  LDV’s . 

(e)  Catalytic  retrofit,  1971-1975  LDV,  MDV _ 

(0  Air-fuel  retrofit,  ^-1974  MDV’s . . 

(g)  Air-fuel  retrofit,  HDV’s - - - - 

(h)  ’TraflSc  flow  Improvements . 

(i)  VMT  measures:  Exclusive  buslanes,  carpool  locator, 

bikeway  program,  parking  restrictions _ 

(J)  Gasoline  distribution  limitation _ _ 

Mobile  source  emissions  remaining . . . — 

Total  reductions . . — 

Total  emissions  remaining . . . 

Total  allowable  emissions . . 


489,437 

82.6 

47.6 

77.9 

166,437 

26.4 

18.7 

30.7 

23,710 

4.0 

2.23 

3.7 

1,666 

0.3 

0.29 

0.5 

26,491 

4.6 

0.80 

1.3 

68,681 

9.9 

3.38 

6.6 

2,916 

0.6 

0.22 

0.4 

26,612 

4.6 

1.38 

2.3 

3,066 

0.5 

2.61 

4.3 

2,734 

0.6 

0.43 

0.7 

78,381 

13.2 

8.73 

14.3 

108,864 

18.4 

8.73 

14.3 

376,008 

63.3 

42.7 

70.0 

217,729 

36.7 

18.3 

30.0 

264,877 

43.0 

18.3 

30.0 

•Includes  effect  of  VMT  growth. 


Findings 

The  Clean  Air  Act  requires  that  na- 
tlfxial  ambient  air  quality  standards  be 
attained  as  expeditiously  as  practicable. 
However,  several  of  the  control  measures 
relied  on  in  this  plan  will  not  be  avail¬ 
able  until  after  1975.  Even  if  the  need  to 
promulgate  a  gasoline  rationing  program 
were  discounted,  the  EPA  has  deter¬ 
mined  that  a  2-year  extension  till  May 
31,  1977  is  required  for  implementation 
of  the  measures  for  the  catalytic  convert¬ 
er  retrofit  of  heavy  duty  vehicles,  and 
systems  for  the  control  of  vapor  losses  in 
transferring  gasoline  to  automotive  fuel 
tanks. 

In  the  Federal  Register  of  August  2, 
1973,  comments  were  solicited  concerning 
controls  from  other  stationary  sources. 
The  responses  received  indicated  that  if 
additional  controls  were  imposed  on  some 
small  sources  the  benefits  would  be  negli¬ 
gible.  Consequently,  the  Administrator 
believes,  for  purposes  of  this  transporta¬ 


tion  control  plan,  that  the  current  state 
regulations,  including  recent  amend¬ 
ments  covering  volatility  of  surface  coat¬ 
ings,  are  adequate,  and  for  all  practical 
purposes  are  equivalent  to  those  cur¬ 
rently  adopted  by  the  County  of  Los 
Angeles  Air  Pollution  Control  District  as 
Rule  66. 

The  Federal  Register  of  August  2, 
1973  also  proposed  a  regulation  which 
would  limit  gasoline  distribution  starting 
July  1,  1974  to  the  total  gallonage  of  the 
base  year  (July  1,  1972  to  June  30,  1973) 
and  starting  May  31, 1977  to  the  amount 
which,  when  combusted,  will  not  result  in 
exceeding  air  quality  standards.  As  dis¬ 
cussed  in  the  (ieneral  Preamble,  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  has  determined  that  limita¬ 
tions  oh  gasoline  sales  are  not  a  reason¬ 
ably  available  measure. 

VMT  Reductions 

In  calculating  the  emissions  reductions 
necessary  to  attain  and  maintain  na¬ 
tional  standards  for  carbon  monoxide 


and  photochemical  oxidants  in  the 
Metropolitan  Baltimore  Intrastate  Re¬ 
gion,  the  EPA  has  assumed,  on  the  basis 
of  “A  Methodology  for  Estimating 
Macro-Level  Travel  Demand  in  the  Bal¬ 
timore  Metropolitan  Area,”  Alan  M.  Vor- 
hees  and  Associates,  February  1973,  a 
3  percent  growth  in  VMT  by  1977  due  to 
new  highway  construction  and  modifi¬ 
cation  of  existing  highways.  This  esti¬ 
mate  does  not  include  the  effect  of  the 
presently  planned  3-A  Highway  System 
which  essentially  would  not  be  built  until 
after  May  31,  1977,  the  latest  date  for 
attainment  of  standards.  Any  increase  of 
emissions  resulting  from  such  a  growth 
would  be  inconsistent  with  the  need  to 
reduce  VMT  to  attain  and  maintain  air 
quality  standards. 

However,  the  exact  effect  of  highway 
construction  and  modification  programs 
can  not  be  accurately  predicted.  It  is  en¬ 
tirely  possible  that  a  highway  project 
would  reduce  total  VMT  in  the  area  im¬ 
pacted  by  its  construction;  or  that  it 
would  increase  the  VMT,  but  by  relieving 
congested  alternate  routes,  reduce  total 
emissions;  or,  on  the  other  hand,  it  would 
serve  to  generate  new  VMT  by  fostering 
development  that  could  be  Incidental  to 
its  prime  purpose. 

Thus,  the  Administrator  in  consider¬ 
ing  this  dilemma  is  faced  with  three 
alternatives:  (a)  Promulgation  of  a  reg¬ 
ulation  which  in  effect  would  declare  a 
moratorium  on  further  highway  con¬ 
struction,  (b)  promulgation  of  a  regu¬ 
lation  requiring  a  review  and  approval  by 
the  EPA  (or  designee)  prior  to  the  con¬ 
struction  or  modification  of  a  highway, 
and  (c)  utilize  currently  developed  land- 
use  planning  procedures  involving  “in¬ 
direct  sources”,  environmental  impact 
statements  and  section  136(b)  of  the 
Federal  Aid  Highway  Act  of  1970  (23 
U.S.C.  109(j)).  Testimony  was  received 
suggesting  a  highway  construction  mora¬ 
torium  be  declared  by  Maryland,  et  al. 

A  blanket  moratorium  would  be  an  ir¬ 
responsible  act  if  highway  projects  that 
could  lead  to  reduced  emissions  were  in¬ 
cluded.  A  special  regulation  which  re¬ 
quires  prior  review  and  approval  of  all 
projects  opens  environmental  concerns 
to  fragmentation  and  additional  tech¬ 
nical  complexities  that  would  compound 
the  bureaucratic  superstructure,  and  still 
not  be  responsive  to  long-term  growth 
considerations.  Therefore,  the  Adhiinis- 
trator  is  of  the  opinion  that  the  intelli¬ 
gent  use  of  current  procedures  offers  the 
best  prospect  to  control  VMT  and  reduce 
emissions,  especially  hydrocarbons,  which 
contribute  to  the  excessive  levels  of 
photochemical  oxidants  in  the  Metro¬ 
politan  Baltimore  Intrastate  Region. 
These  procedures  are  discussed  in  the 
following  paragraphs.  Regulations  that 
require  land-use  planning  tied  to  air 
quality  considerations  were  recently  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  EPA  in  response  to  a  court 
order  (38  FR  29893,  October  30,  1973). 
These  “indirect  source”  regulations  will 
require  the  review,  both  long-term  and 
short-term,  of  certain  classes  of  new 
construction  to  ensure  maintenance  of 
air  quality  standards.  The  State  of  Mary¬ 
land  is  currently  proposing  such  review 
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procediires,  in  place  of  those  which  the 
Administrator  was  obliged  to  propose 
earlier  pursuant  to  the  court  order.  Hiese 
regulations  will  require  the  review  for 
effect  on  air  quality  of  all  new  large  park¬ 
ing  facilities,  highways,  airports,  housing 
developments,  and  other  development 
and/or  construction  that  may  increase 
automobile  emissions  because  of  in¬ 
creased  vehicular  travel. 

The  EPA  believes  that  the  review  of 
indirect  sources  should  be  at  the  State 
and  local  level  and  any  EPA  regulations 
promulgated  will  be  enforceable  by  the 
State  at  its  option.  In  addition,  when  and 
if  Maryland  submits  approvable  indirect 
source  regulations  of  its  own,  the  EPA 
will  rescind  any  duplicating  EPA  regu¬ 
lations. 

As  previously  stated,  a  number  of  com¬ 
ments  were  received  on  the  continued 
construction  of  highways,  smd  some  urge 
a  moratorium  on  new  construction.  Such 
a  prohibition,  to  the  extent  required  by 
air  quality  considerations,  is  already  im¬ 
posed  by  Federal  statute.  Section  136(b) 
of  the  Federal  Aid  Highway  Act  of  1970 
(23  U.S.C.  109(j) )  requires  that  any  hew 
Federally  aided  highways  be  consistent 
with  applicable  implementation  plans 
under  the  Clean  Air  Act.  Accordingly,  ' 
any  new  highways  that  would  interfere 
with  Uie  VMT  reduction  goals  of  the 
Baltimore  plan,  or  interfere  with  the  at¬ 
tainment  and  maintenance  of  national 
ambient  air  quality  standards  would  not 
be  consistent  with  the  requirements  of 
the  plan. 

The  EPA  also  reviews  and  comments 
on  new  highway  aid  projects  as  part  of 
its  review  of  environmental  impact  state¬ 
ments  imder  the  National  Environmental 
Policy  Act  (NEPA),  (42  U.S.C.  4321- 
4347).  One  such  statement  for  the 
planned  3-A  Highway  System  in  the 
Metropolitan  Baltimore  Intrastate  Re¬ 
gion  is  currently  in  preparation.  If  calcu¬ 
lations  show  an  increase  in  emissions  at¬ 
tributable  to  VMT  growth,  then  the 
system  could  be  considered  to  interfere 
with  the  attainment  and  maintenance  of 
air  quality  standards,  and  modiffcaticms 
would  have  to  be  made  to  its  design. 

If  such  a  situation  were  to  materialize 
for  the  3-A  Highway  System,  or  indeed 
any  other  Federally  aided  highway  con¬ 
struction  program,  then  the  EPA  envis¬ 
ages  other  possibilities.  Two  such  possi¬ 
bilities  are:  (1)  The  withdrawal  of  seg¬ 
ments  of  an  interstate  highway  under 
provisions  of  section  137  of  the  Federal 
Aid  Highway  Act  and  the  use  of  the 
equivalent  Federal  fimds  for  non-high¬ 
way  mibllc  mass-transit  projects,  and 
(2)  the  dedication  of  such  highways,  or 
portions  thereof,  for  the  use  of  express 
buses  and/or  carpools  that  would,  in  ef¬ 
fect,  accelerate  region-wide  mass  transit. 

Future  iNiriATTVEs 

There  have  been  a  number  of  discus¬ 
sions  with  the  Maryland  Bureau  of  Air 
Quality  Control  concerning  the  hydro¬ 
carbon  emission  inventory  baseline  upon 
which  control  measures  proposed  by  the 
State  or  promulgated  by  the  EPA  have 
been  developed.  It  has  been  suggested 


that  the  method  to  predict  oxidant  re¬ 
ductions  should  employ  a  reactive  hydro¬ 
carbon-oxidant  relationship.  Unfortu¬ 
nately,  there  are  presently  no  data  avail¬ 
able  for  the  Metropolitan  Baltimore  In¬ 
trastate  Region,  that  would  permit  the 
development  of  such  a  relationship,  nor 
is  it  certain  how  this  would  affect  the 
reductions  needed.  There  is,  however, 
evolving  information  on  reactivities  of 
various  organic  compounds  known  to  be 
part  of  the  Baltimore  area’s  emission  in¬ 
ventory — including  those  from  mobile 
sources. 

This  matter  is  under  continuing  review 
by  the  EPA. 

The  adequacy  and  correctness  of  this 
promulgation  to  ensure  attainment  of 
oxidant  standards  by  May  31,  1977,  will 
be  indicated  by  reduced  levels  of  oxidant 
measurements  with  the  passage  of  time. 
There  have  been  reported  in  August  1973, 
higher  levels  of  oxidants  than  that  upon 
which  the  rollback  calculations  were 
based  (0.21  ppm).  Initial  information 
available  to  the  EPA  indicates  that  these 
readings  were  validated  at  lower  values 
(approximately  0.20  ppm),  after  appro¬ 
priate  corrections  were  made.  Neverthe¬ 
less,  the  Administrator  wishes  to  empha¬ 
size  the  importance  of  a  careful  review 
by  the  State  of  Maryland  of  all  current 
data  so  that  any  determination  of  needed 
revisions  to  this  promulgation  may  be 
made  as  soon  as  possible. 

Mass  Transit  and  Socio-Economic 
Impact 

Improved  and  expanded  mass  transit 
facilities  in  the  Baltimore  Metropolitan 
area  are  a  necessary  corollary  to  the 
proposed  disincentives  and  restraints  on 
the  personal  use  of  automobiles.  The  em¬ 
phasis  must  be  a  large-scale  expansion 
of  a  limited  public  transportation  sys¬ 
tem  for  both  CBD  and  suburban  com¬ 
muters  and  shopr>ers.  For  the  short-term, 
the  best  possibility  of  achieving  the  re¬ 
quired  transit  expansion  is  by  increasing 
the  capacity  of  radial  and  circumferen¬ 
tial  bus  routes.  However,  the  amenities 
and  convenient  utility  of  all  public 
transportation  systems  must  be  consid¬ 
erably  improved  to  ensure  attraction 
and  retention  of  commuter  ridership.  As 
previously  indicated  emissions  related 
to  VMT  in  the  Metropolitan  Baltimore 
Intrastate  Air  Quality  Control  Region 
must  be  considerably  reduced  if  air  qual¬ 
ity  standards  are  to  be  attained  by  May 
31,  1977  without  the  imposition  of  gaso¬ 
line  rationing.  Information  in  “24-Hour 
Work  Transit  and  Work  Auto  Driver 
Trips  (Compressed)”  and  “1980  Balti¬ 
more  Regional  Socio-Economic  Data,” 
shows  very  high  levels  of  commuting 
trips  between  various  suburban  residen¬ 
tial  areas  and  employment  centers,  and 
between  which  little  public  transporta¬ 
tion  either  exists  or  is  used.  Indeed,  cal¬ 
culations  by  the  EPA  for  interconnection 
of  these  areas  which  were  performed  in 
a  manner  similar  to  those  which  pre¬ 
dicted  a  3.1  percent  VMT  reduction  at¬ 
tributable  to  the  promulgated  bus/car- 
pool  lanes  to  the  Baltimore  CBD,  show  a 
potential  for  an  additional  4.7  percent 


VMT  reduction.  Estimates  also  show  that 
approximately  1,000  additional  buses, 
beyond  the  375  presently  planned,  would 
be  needed  to  accomplish  such  results,  as¬ 
suming  one  bus  trip  per  rush  hour.  The 
Administrator  therefore  strongly  encour¬ 
ages  the  State  of  Maryland  to  develop 
plans  to  fulfill  suburban  area  mass 
transit  needs. 

The  Administrator,  therefore,  will  pro¬ 
vide  all  possible  support  to  Federal,  State, 
and  local  agencies,  and  to  private  groups 
in  their  efforts  to  expand  the  mass  transit 
facilities  by  May  31, 1977. 

The  problem  in  Baltimore  is  somewhat 
formidable  since  there  is  only  a  minimal 
commuter  rail  system.  Comments  re¬ 
ceived  by  the  EPA  indicate  a  real  poten¬ 
tial  whose  practicality  should  be  actively 
explored. 

Within  the  Metropolitan  Baltimore  In¬ 
trastate  Region  the  upgrading  of  bus 
services,  which  can  be  accomplished  in  a 
relatively  short  time,  should  permit  the 
absorption  of  a  considerable  portion  of 
the  automobile  travel  displaced  by  the 
strategies  promulgated  herein. 

In  addition,  private  automobiles,  which 
are  designed  to  carry  four  to  six  persons 
and  currently  carry  an  average  of  1.2 
commuters  per  trip  in  the  Baltimore 
area,  represent  the  largest  unused  pool  of 
transportation  capacity  now  available. 

Although  the  impact  of  VMT  reduc¬ 
tions  on  aspects  of  human  welfare  other 
than  air  quality  is  difficult  to  sissess  pre¬ 
cisely,  these  measures  may  create  smne 
Inconvenience  in  the  short  run.  Persons 
accustomed  to  driving  downtown  at  their 
own  convenience  in  the  assurance  of 
finding  a  parking  space  while  they  shop, 
or  p>ersons  accustomed  to  commuting  to 
and  from  work  at  times  to  some  extent  of 
their  own  choosing,  will  have  to  modify 
their  previous  habits.  Some  shorter  trips 
will  be  shifted  from  automobiles  to  other 
forms  of  transportation  such  as  bicycles 
or  walking. 

There  may  be  significant  positive  as¬ 
pects  associated  with  these  measures. 
Many  experts  believe  that  the  sprawling 
development  pattens  fostered  by  wide¬ 
spread  automobile  use  are  unduly  waste¬ 
ful  of  energy,  land,  and  other  resources, 
and  have  contributed  to  the  decay  of 
urban  centers.  More  widespread  use  of 
other  modes  of  transportation  will  be 
necessary  if  these  tendencies  are  to  be 
corrected.  The  vapor  control  measures  at 
service  stations  vdll  result  in  a  saving  of 
fuel  while  adding  less  than  one  cent  per 
gallon  to  the  cost. 

Reference  has  already  been  made  to 
cost  estimates  for  the  inspection  and 
maintenance  and  retrofit  programs  being 
promulgated. 

Other  Public  Comments 

At  the  EPA  hearing,  a  number  of  per¬ 
sons  expressed  the  opinion  that  the 
standards  for  photochemical  oxidants 
and  carbon  monoxide,  upon  which  the 
development  of  the  transportation  con¬ 
trol  plan  is  based,  were  subject  to  debate 
and  perhaps  were  set  at  limits  below 
those  which  would  be  appropriate.  Some 
comments  also  called  for  an  extension  of 
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the  date  for  attainment  of  standards  be¬ 
yond  1977  and  that  strategies  to  attain 
standards  be  developed  from  a  more  ex¬ 
tensive  air  quality  data  base.  There  was 
encouragement  for  review  and  possible 
revisions  to  the  standards.  Such  a  review 
is  now  being  conducted  by  the  National 
Academy  of  Sciences. 

Also  presented  at  the  hearing  were  a 
number  of  statements  concerning  the 
potential  for  expanding  the  virtually 
non-existent  commuter  rail  system  by 
using  existing  freight  trackage  and  de¬ 
funct  rail  rights-of-way.  Testimony  was 
presented  which  showed  the  Baltimore 
area  to  be  laced  with  such  lines.  Many  of 
the  communities  linked  by  these  rights- 
of-way  correspond  with  known  commut¬ 
ing  corridors.  In  “Commuter  Rail  Serv¬ 
ice  Proposals  for  the  Baltimore  Metro¬ 
politan  Area,”  by  Harry  W.  Miller,  an 
initial  rldershlp  potention  of  over  5,700 
seats  was  indicated.  On  the  basis  of  this 
figure,  EPA  estimates  that  full  use  of 
that  capacity  could  translate  into  a  com¬ 
muting  VMT  reduction  of  about  1.5  per¬ 
cent.  This  assiunes  that  the  rail  lines 
would  complement  present  or  potential 
bus  routes  and  not  compete  for  the  same 
ridership.  In  addition,  statements  were 
present^  concerning  the  possibility  of 
extending  the  use  of  light-rail  (street¬ 
car)  transportation  along  surface  corri¬ 
dors  including  the  aforementioned  rail 
rights-of-way.  The  opinion  was  ex¬ 
pressed  that  such  routes  could  be 
activated  in  a  2  to  3  year  period 
as  compared  to  the  planned  subway  sys¬ 
tem  (Metro)  which  will  not  be  a  trans¬ 
portation  factor  imtil  the  1980’s.  While 
it  is  generally  recognized  that  the  EPA 
does  not  have  regulatory  authority  to 
mandate  rail  systems,  the  testimony 
would  support  a  strong  recommendation 
by  the  Administrator  that  the  State  of 
Maryland  and  all  appropriate  agencies 
exp^lte  every  consideration  of  rail  al¬ 
ternatives.  This  recommendation  is  par- 
ticiilarly  timely  in  light  of  growing  fuel 
shortages  that  are  expected  to  be  felt 
well  in  advance  of  an  overt  gasoline 
rationing  program  that  is  being  promul¬ 
gated  as  a  contingency  measure  in  1977. 

EPA  Stxidies  and  Guidelines 

Further  information  on  transportation 
control,  land  use,  and  motor  vehicle 
emissions  may  be  obtained  from  one  or 
more  of  the  following  documents  which 
the  Environmental  Protection  Agency 
has  in  its  possession  or  has  published: 

(a)  “Prediction  of  the  Effects  of 
Transportation  Controls  on  Air  Quality 
in  Major  Metropolitan  Areas”  and  “Eval¬ 
uating  Controls  to  Reduce  Motor  Vehicle 
Emissions  in  Major  Metropolitan  Areas” 
November  1972. 

(b)  “Transportation  Controls  to  Re¬ 
duce  Motor  Vehicle  Emissions  in  Major 
Metropolitan  Areas”  December  1972.  This 
document  is  a  summary  of  a  study  of  14 
cities  conducted  with  the  view  of  recom¬ 
mending  specific  transportation  control 
strategies.  (Separate  reports  for  each  of 
the  14  cities  are  also  available.) 

Note:  The  documents  listed  In  (a)  and  (b) 
above  are  available  from  the  Air  Pollution 


Technical  Information  (Center,  EPA,  Re¬ 
search  Triangle  Park,  North  Carolina  27711. 

(c)  “Control  Strategies  for  In-Use  Ve¬ 
hicles”  November  1972.  This  report  is 
available  from  EPA,  Mobile  Source  Pol¬ 
lution  Control  Programs,  401  M  Street, 
SW.,  Washington,  D.C.  20460. 

(d)  “Transpiortation  Control  Meas¬ 
ures”  Federal  Register  (38  FR  15194) 
Jime  8,  1973. 

(e)  “Technical  Support  Document  for 
the  Transportation  Control  Plan  for  the 
Metropolitan  Baltimore  Intrastate  Re¬ 
gion”,  EPA  Region  HI. 

(f)  “Aircraft  Emissions”  Impact  on 
Air  Quality  and  Feasibility  of  Control”, 
U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency. 

(g)  “Facilities  and  Services  Needed  to 
Support  Bicycle  Commuting  into  Center 
City  Philadelphia”,  Philadelphia  Bicycle 
Coalition,  June  1973. 

(h)  “Evaluation  Report  for  the  State 
of  Maryland  (Metropolitan  Baltimore)”. 

(i)  “Transportation  Controls  to  Re¬ 
duce  Motor  Vehicle  Emissions  in  Balti¬ 
more,  Maryland”  APTD-1443  (December 
1972),  available  from  EPA,  Office  of  Air 
and  Water  Programs,  Research  Triangle 
Park,  North  Carolina  27711. 

(j)  Carpool  and  Buspool  Matching 
Guide  (Second  Edition)  May  1973, 
available  from  the  U.S.  Department  of 
Transportation,  Federal  Highway  Ad¬ 
ministration. 

(k)  “A  Methodology  for  Estimating 
Macro-Level  Travel  Demand  in  the  Bal¬ 
timore  Metropolitan  Area”,  A.  M.  Voor- 
hees  &  Associates,  Inc.,  February  1973. 

(l)  “Commuter  Rail  Service  Proposals 
for  the  Baltimore  Metropolitan  Area”,  by 
Harry  W.  Miller,  Rail  Ways  of  the  Amer¬ 
icas,  Inc.,  September  5, 1973. 

(m)  “Proposed  Commuter  Rail  Im¬ 
provement  Program”,  Maryland  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Transportation,  May  1972. 

(n)  “Bikeways  Progress  Report”, 
Harry  R.  Hughes,  August  31, 1973. 

(o)  “Summary  of  MTA  Express  Serv¬ 
ice — Regular  Routes”,  R.  E.  Prangley, 
September  4,  1973. 

(p)  “24-Hour  Work  Transit  and  Work 
Auto  Driver  Trips  Compressed”  ((Com¬ 
puter  Printout),  Maryland  Department 
of  Transportation,  November  21, 1973. 

(q)  “1980  Baltimore  Regional  Socio- 
Economic  Data”  (Computer  Printout), 
Maryland  Department  of  Transporta¬ 
tion,  July  19, 1973. 

(r)  “An  Interim  Report  on  Motor  Ve¬ 
hicle  Emission  Estimation”,  U.S.  Envi¬ 
ronmental  Protection  Agency,  May  1973. 

(s)  “Mixing  Heights,  Wind  Speeds, 
and  Potential  for  Urban  Air  Pollution 
Throughout  the  Contiguous  United 
States”,  U.S.  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  (1971). 

All  documents  (except  (p)  and  (q) ) 
listed  above  are  available  for  inspection 
at  the  Freedom  of  Information  Center, 
U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency, 
Room  W232,  401  M  Street  SW.,  Washing¬ 
ton,  D.C.  20460,  and  at  the  EPA  Region 
m  office.  Sixth  and  Walnut  Streets,  Phil¬ 
adelphia,  Pennsylvania  19106.  Documents 
(p)  and  (q)  are  available  for  Inspection 
at  the  EPA  Region  HI  office  only. 


Effective  Dates 

Should  the  State  of  Maryland  submit 
revisions  to  its  own  plan  which  are  de¬ 
termined  to  meet  the  requirements  of  the 
law,  the  regulations  set  forth  in  this 
notice  will  be  rescinded.  It  is  the  desire 
of  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency 
that  the  plan  to  attain  and  maintain  the 
national  ambient  air  quality  standards  in 
the  Metropolitan  Baltimore  Intrastate 
Region  be  a  State  plan  carried  out  by 
the  State. 

The  regulations  promulgated  today 
become  effective  on  January  11, 1974,  ex¬ 
cept  in  the  case  of  those  regulations  that 
impose  requirements  for  specific  action 
at  earlier  dates.  In  such  cases,  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  has  foimd  that  good  cause 
exists  for  accelerating  the  effective  date 
because  of  the  need  to  take  action  as 
expeditiously  as  practicable  in  order  to 
attain  and  maintain  the  national  am¬ 
bient  air  quality  standards.  The  regula¬ 
tion  for  management  of  parking  supply 
is  effective  immediately  upon  signature 
of  this  plan  and  applies  to  actions  taken 
after  August  15,  1973.  The  regulation 
to  control  growUi  of  major  sources  of 
photochemically  reactive  organic  ma¬ 
terials  is  effective  after  December  12, 
1973. 

Although  to  comply  with  the  require¬ 
ments  of  the  court  order,  this  plan  has 
been  promulgated  in  legally  binding 
form,  comment  on  it  is  invited  on  or  be¬ 
fore  January  14,  1974.  At  the  conclu¬ 
sion  of  the  comment  period,  and  after 
the  comments  have  been  evaluated,  EPA 
will  revise  this  plan  if  revision  is  appro¬ 
priate  in  the  light  of  the  comments 
received. 

This  rulemaking  is  made  pursuant  to 
section  110(c)  and  301(a)  of  the  Clean 
Air  Act  (42  U.S.C.  1857c-5(c)  (a)  and 
1857(g)). 

Dated:  November  30, 1973. 

John  Quarles, 
Acting  Administrator. 

Subpart  V  of  Part  52,  Chapter  I,  Title 
40  of  the  Code  of  Federal  Regulations  is 
amended  as  follows: 

Subpart  V — Maryland 

1.  Section  52.1072  is  amended  by  re¬ 
vising  paragraph  (b)  to  read  as  follows: 

§  52.1072  Extensions. 

*  •  *  •  • 

(b)  The  Administrator  hereby  extends 
for  two  years  the  attainment  dates  for 
the  national  standards  for  carbon  mon¬ 
oxide  and  photochemical  oxidants  in  the 
Maryland  portion  of  the  National  Capital 
Interstate  Region  and  in  the  Metropoli¬ 
tan  Baltimore  Intrastate  Region. 

2.  Section  52.1073  is  revised  to  add 
paragraphs  (d)  and  (e)  as  follows: 

§  52.1073  Approval  status. 

*  *  *  *  .  ^ 

(d)  With  respect  to  the  transportation 
control  strategies  submitted  on  April  16, 
June  15,  June  28,  and  July  9,  1973,  the 
Administrator  approves  the  measures  for 
the  Metropolitan  Baltimore  Intrastate 
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Region  for  carpool  locator,  dry  cleaning 
solvent  use,  gasoline  vapor  recovery, 
emission  “freeze”  by  limiting  construc¬ 
tion  of  new  sources.  Increased  bus  fleet 
size,  and  traflic  flow  improvements  with 
the  exceptions  set  forth  in  §§  52.1074,  52. 
1077,  52.1080,  52.1081,  and  52.1082. 

(e)  With  respect  to  the  transporta¬ 
tion  control  strategies  submitt^  on 
April  16,  June  15,  Jime  28,  and  July  9, 
1973,  the  Administrator  disapproves  the 
measures  for  inspection  programs,  heavy 
duty  vehicle  inspection  and  retrofit  and 
vehicle  use  restriction  during  predicted 
stagnations  for  the  reasons  set  forth  in 
5§  52.1074  and  52.1081. 

3.  In  §  52.1074,  paragraphs  (a)  and  (b) 
are  revised  to  read  as  follows : 

§  52.1074  Legal  authority. 

(a)  The  requirements  of  §§  51.11(b) 
and  51.14(a)  (3)  (iv)  of  this  chapter  are 
not  met  with  respect  to  the  vehicle  in¬ 
spection  program  and  the  heavy  duty  in¬ 
spection  and  retrofit  programs  referred 
to  in  §§  52.1073(c)  and  52.1073(e),  be¬ 
cause  a  definite  commitment  to  obtain 
legal  authority  was  not  made  and  a  def¬ 
inite  timetable  to  obtain  legal  authority 
was  not  submitted.  The  requirements  of 
§§  51.11(b)  and  51.14(a)  (3)  (iv)  of  this 
chapter  are  also  not  met  with  respect  to 
the  strategy  referred  to  in  §  52.1073(e) 
to  restrict  vehicle  use  in  the  Metropolitan 
Baltimore  Region  during  predicted  stag¬ 
nations  because  that  strategy  was  not  de¬ 
fined  in  sufficient  detail  to  show  what 
specific  legal  authority  would  be  needed. 
With  respect  to  the  carpool  locator  pro¬ 
gram,  the  traffic  flow  program,  and  the 
program  to  increase  the  bus  fleet  size,  all 
referred  to  in  §  52.1073(d)  copies  of  the 
relevant  sources  of  legal  authority  were 
not  submitted.  Hence,  the  requirements 
of  5  51.11(c)  of  this  chapter  are  not  met 
with  respect  to  those  strategies. 

(b)  The  requirements  of  §  51.11(f)  of 
this  chapter  are  not  fully  met  for  the 
Maryland  portion  of  the  National  Capital 
Region  because  it  is  not  clearly  demon¬ 
strated  that  all  local  agencies  have  req¬ 
uisite  legal  authority,  or  that  the  State 
retains  responsibility  for  implementing 
the  transportation  control  measures.  The 
requirements  of  §  51.11(f)  of  this  chap¬ 
ter  are  not  met  with  respect  to  the  traffic 
flow  improvement  program  in  the  Metro¬ 
politan  Baltimore  Region,  referred  to  in 
§  52.1073(d),  since  the  State  of  Mary¬ 
land  does  not  have  authority  to  carry  on 
the  program  in  the  City  of  Baltimore  if 
the  City  fails  to  implement  it. 

4.  In  §  52.1077,  paragraph  (c)  is 
amended  by  revising  the  first  sentence 
of  paragraph  (c)(2)  and  the  flrst  sen¬ 
tence  of  paragraph  (c)(3)  to  read  as 
follows; 

§  52.1077  Source  sur\eillance. 

*  •  «  •  * 

(c)  Monitoring  transportation  sources, 

•  *  « 

(2)  In  order  to  assure  the  effective¬ 
ness  of  the  lnspecti(m  and  maintenance 
programs  and  the  retroflt  devices  re¬ 
quired  under  SS  52.1089,  52.1091,  52.1092, 
52.1093,  52.1094,  52.1095,  52.1096,  52.1097, 


52.1098,  52.1099,  and  52.1100  the  State 
shall  mcmitor  the  actual  per-vehicle 
emissions  reductions  occurring  as  a  re¬ 
sult  of  such  measures.  *  •  • 

(3 )  In  order  to  assure  in  the  Maryland 
portion  of  the  National  Capital  Inter¬ 
state  Region  the  effective  implementa¬ 
tion  of  the  carpool  locator,  express  bus 
lanes,  increased  bus  fleet  and  service, 
elimination  of  free  on-street  commuter 
parking  and  the  parking  surcharge  ap¬ 
proved  in  §  52.1073(b)  and  to  assure  in 
the  Metropolitan  Baltimore  Intrastate 
Region  the  effective  implementation  of 
the  traffic  flow  improvement  program 
and  the  increased  bus  fleet  approved  in 
§  52.1073(d)  and  the  exclusive  bus  lanes 
required  imder  §  52.1108,  the  carpool 
locator  program  required  under  §  52.1104, 
the  parking  restricticms  and  limitations 
required  vmder  §§  52.1109,  and  52.1111,* 
and  the  bikeways  required  imder 
§  52.1106,  the  State  shall  monitor  vehicle 
miles  traveled  and  average  vehicle  speed 
for  each  area  in  which  such  sections  are 
in  effect  and  during  such  time  periods  as 
may  be  appropriate  to  evaluate  the  effec¬ 
tiveness  of  such  a  program.  *  •  * 

§  52.1078  [Amended] 

5.  In  §  52.1078,  the  attainment  date 
table  is  revised  by  replacing  the  date 
“May  31, 1975”,  for  attainment  of  the  na¬ 
tional  standards  for  carbon  monoxide  in 
the  Metropolitan  Baltimore  Intrastate 
Regions  with  the  date  May  31,  1977,  and 
by  replacing  the  letter  “a”  which  desig¬ 
nates  the  attainment  date  of  national 
standards  for  photochemical  oxidants  in 
the  Metropolitan  Baltimore  Intrastate 
Region  with  the  date  May  31,  1977. 

6.  In  §  52.1080,  paragraphs  (i) 
through  (k)  are  added  to  read  as  follows: 

§  52.1080  Comfdiaiice  schedules. 

«  •  •  •  • 

(i)  With  respect  to  the  transportation 
control  strategies  submitted  on  April  16, 
June  15,  June  28,  and  July  9, 1973,  by  the 
State  for  the  Metropolitan  Baltimore 
Intrastate  A(3CR,  the  requirements  of 
§  51.14(a)  (3)  (iv)  of  this  chapter  are  not 
fully  met  for  the  measures  for  increased 
bus  fleet  and  traffic  flow  improvements. 
Provisions  to  satisfy  the  requirements  of 
§  51.14(a)  (3)  (iv)  of  this  chapter  and 
to  cure  lack  of  compliance  with  §§  51.11 

(c)  and.  51. 14(a)  (3)  (i)  of  this  chapter 
are  promulgated  in  paragraphs  (j)  and 
(k)  of  this  section. 

(j)  With  resF>ect  to  the  measure  for 
increased  bus  fleet  approved  in  §  51.1073 

(d)  of  this  chapter: 

(1)  The  State  of  Maryland  shall,  no 
later  than  January  31,  1974,  submit  a 
compliance  schedule  to  the  Adminis¬ 
trator  to  put  the  program  in  effect.  The 
compliance  schedule  shall,  at  a  mini¬ 
mum,  include  copies  of  the  legal  au¬ 
thority  which  authorizes  purchase  of 
buses  and  shall  also  provide  that  the 
State  of  Maryland  shall,  on  or  before 
March  1,  1974,  submit  to  the  Adminis¬ 
trator  a  statement,  signed  by  the  official 
or  officials  of  the  State  who  are  author¬ 
ized  to  enter  into  contracts  for  bus  pur¬ 
chase,  indicating  that  financial  commit¬ 


ments  have  been  made  or  definitely  will 
be  made  by  the  State  of  Maryland  to 
purchase  buses  at  least  in  the  following 
amounts  and  according  to  the  following 
schedule: 

(1)  June  1973  to  June  1974 — 150  buses. 

(ii)  June  1974  to  June  1975—75  buses. 

(Ill)  June  1975  to  June  1976—76  buses. 

(Iv)  June  1976  to  June  1977 — 75  buses. 

(k)  With  respect  to  the  measures  for 
traffic  flow  improvements  approved  in 
§  52.1073(d) : 

(l)  The  State  of  Maryland  and,  with 
respect  to  projects  under  its  control,  the 
City  of  Baltimore,  shall,  on  or  before 
March  1,  1974,  each  submit  to  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  a  compliance  schedule  which 
shall  be  subject  to  the  Administrator’s 
approval  and  which  shall  include,  at  a 
minimum,  copies  of  all  relevant  sources 
of  authority  for  the  program  of  traffic 
flow  improvements,  a  signed  statement 
by  the  Governor  of  Maryland,  the  Mayor 
of  Baltimore  or  their  designees,  identify¬ 
ing  the  sources  of  funding  for  the  pro¬ 
gram,  and  a  complete  list  of  specific 
projects  and  their  estimated  initiation 
and  completion  dates.  All  projects  neces¬ 
sary  to  the  pollution  reduction  benefits 
claimed  in  the  State  plan  must  be  com¬ 
pleted  by  May  31,  1977.  On  or  before 
May  1,  1974,  the  State  of  Maryland  and 
the  City  of  Baltimore  shall  submit  to 
the  Administrator  legally  adopted  regu¬ 
lations  providing  for  completion  of  the 
projects  in  accordance  with  the  com¬ 
pliance  schedule. 

(2)  The  State  of  Maryland  and  the 
Cjity  of  Baltimore  shall  in  the  com¬ 
pliance  schedule  required  pursuant  to 
this  paragraph,  indicate  for  each  project 
in  the  traffic  management  program 
the  increase  anticipated  in  average  an  ¬ 
nual  daily  traffic  volume  within  twenty 
years  of  project  completion  on  the 
road  or  highway  in  question  because  of 
the  project.  No  project  shall  be  approved 
by  the  Administrator  if  the  air 
pollution  benefits  in  terms  of  speeding 
traffic  flow  will  be  negated  by  increased 
traffic  volume. 

7.  Section  52.1081  is  amended  by  add¬ 
ing  paragraphs  (c)  and  (d)  to  read  as 
follows: 

§  52.1081  Control  strategy:  Carbon  mon¬ 
oxide  and  photochemical  oxidants 
(hydrocarbons). 

***** 

(c)  With  respect  to  the  tran^rta- 
tion  control  plan  for  the  Metropolitan 
Baltimore  Intrastate  Region  submitted 
by  the  State  on  April  16,  June  15,  June 
28,  and  July  9,  1973,  the  requirements  of 
§  51.14(a)  (3)  (i)  and  (ii)  of  this  chapter 
are  not  met  because  there  are  no  pro¬ 
posed  regulations,  nor  an  adequate 
description  of  enforcement  and  adminis¬ 
trative  procedures  for  the  carpool  locator 
program  awJroved  In  §  52.1073(d).  To 
cure  these  deficiencies  and  the  defi¬ 
ciencies  set  out  in  §52.1074 (a) ,  a  carptool 
locator  regulaticm  Is  promulgated  in 
§  52.1104.  The  requirements  of  i51.14(a) 
(3)  (i)  of  this  chapter  are  also  not  met.  In 
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whole  or  in  part,  for  inspection/main¬ 
tenance,  heavy  duty  retrofit,  and  re¬ 
stricted  vehicle  .use  during  predicted 
stagnations  referred  to  in  !  52.1073(e), 
and  the  traffic  flow  improvement  pro¬ 
gram  referred  to  §  52.1073(d) . 

(d)  The  requirranents  of  §  51.14(c)  of 
this  chapter  are  not  met  with  respect  to 
the  restrictions  on  vehicle  use  during 
rredicted  stagnations  disapproved  in 
§  52.1073(e).  Maryland  has  not  demon¬ 
strated  the  availability  of  a  reliable 
method  or  system  for  predicting  air  epi¬ 
sodes.  The  requirements  of  §  51.14(c)  of 
this  chapter  are  also  not  met  with  re¬ 
spect  to  gasoline  vapor  controls  since 
Maryland  does  not  propose  to  achieve 
any  specific  percentage  of  emissicm  re¬ 
ductions  with  the  control  apparatus  it 
proposes,  nor  does  it  demonstrate  what 
reduction  the  controls  it  pr(^K)ses  will 
achieve. 

8.  Section  52.1082  is  eunended  by  add¬ 
ing  paragraph  (b)  to  read  as  follows: 

§  52.1082  Rules  and  regulations. 

«  •  *  *  * 

(b)  The  requirements  of  5  51.22  of  this 
chapter  are  not  met  for  the  Metn^li- 
tan  Baltimore  Intrastate  Region  because 
adopted  regulations  to  implement  pro¬ 
pose  stationary  control  measures  re¬ 
ferred  to  in  §  52.1073(d)  establishing  an 
“emission  freeze”  were  not  submitted, 
and  adopted  regulations  to  control  gas 
handling  and  dry  cleaning  emissions/ 
measures  referred  to  in  §  52.1073(d), 
were  not  submitted  in  time  to  be  ap¬ 
proved  prior  to  this  promulgation.  Sub¬ 
stitute  regulations  for  gas  handling  and 
dry  cleaning  emissions  are  promulgated 
in  §§  52.1101,  52.1102,  and  52.1107.  The 
gasoline  vapor  recovery  regulations  as 
promulgated  specify  a  90  percent  reduc¬ 
tion  in  emissions,  thus  curing  the  defect 
noted  in  paragraph  (d)  of  §  52.1081.  A 
substitute  regulation  for  the  emission 
freeze  is  promulgated  in  §  52.1112. 

9.  Part  52  is  amended  by  adding  new 
sections  to  read  as  follows: 

§  52.1095  Inspection  and  maintenance 
program. 

(a)  Definitions: 

(1)  “Inspection  and  maintenance  pro¬ 
gram”  means  a  program  for  reducing 
emissions  from  in-use  vehicles  through 
identifying  vehicles  that  need  emission 
control-related  maintenance  and  requir¬ 
ing  that  such  maintenance  be  performed. 

(2)  “Light-duty  vehicle”  means  a 
gasoline-powered  motor  vehicle  rated  at 
6,000  lb  gross  vehicle  weight  (OVW)  or 
less. 

(3)  “Medium-duty  vehicle”  means  a 
gasoline-powered  motor  vehicle  rated  at 
more  than  6,000  lb  GVW  and  less  than 
10,000  lb  GVW. 

(4)  “Heavy-duty  vehicle”  means  a 
gasoline-powered  motor  vehicle  rated  at 
10,000  Glhv  OT  more. 

(5)  All  other  terms  used  in  this  sec¬ 
tion  that  are  defined  in  Part  51,  Appen¬ 
dix  N,  of  this  chapter  are  used  herein 
with  the  meanings  so  defined. 


(b)  This  section  is  applicable  within 
the  Metropolitan  Baltimore  Intrastate 
AQCR. 

(c)  The  State  of  Maryland  shall  estab¬ 
lish  an  inspection  and  maintenance  pro¬ 
gram  applicable  to  all  light-duty, 
medium-duty,  and  heavy-duty  vehicles 
registered  in  the  area  specified  in  para¬ 
graph  (b)  of  this  section  that  operate  on 
public  streets  or  highways  over  which  it 
has  ownership  or  control.  The  State  may 
exempt  any  class  or  category  of  vehicles 
that  the  State  finds  is  rarely  used  on  pub¬ 
lic  streets  or  highways  (such  as  classic 
or  antique  vehicles) .  No  later  than 
April  1,  1974,  the  State  shall  submit 
legally  adopted  regulations  to  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  establishing  such  a  program. 
The  regulations  shall  include: 

(1)  Provisions  for  inspection  of  all 
light-duty,  medium-duty,  and  heavy- 
duty  motor  vehicles  at  periodic  intervals 
no  more  than  1  year  apart  by  means  of 
a  loaded  emission  test. 

(2)  Provisions  for  inspection  failure 
criteria  consistent  with  the  failure  of  30 
percent  of  the  vehicles  in  the  first  inspec¬ 
tion  cycle. 

(3)  Provisions  to  ensure  that  failed 
vehicles  receive  within  two  weeks,  the 
maintenance  necessary  to  achieve  com¬ 
pliance  with  the  inspection  standards. 
These  shall  include  sanctions  against  in¬ 
dividual  owners  and  repair  facilities,  re¬ 
test  of  failed  vehicles  following  mainte¬ 
nance,  use  of  a  certification  program  to 
ensure  that  repair  facilities  performing 
the  required  maintenance  have  the 
necessary  equipment,  parts,  and  knowl¬ 
edgeable  operators  to  perform  the  tasks 
satisfactorily,  and  use  of  such  other 
measures  as  may  be  necessary  or  appro¬ 
priate. 

(4)  A  program  of  enforcement  to  en¬ 
sure  that  vehicles  are  not  intentionally 
readjusted  or  modified  subsequent  to  the 
inspection  and/or  maintenance  in  such  a 
way  as  would  cause  them  to  no  longer 
comply  with  the  inspection  standards. 
This  enforcement  program  might  include 
spot  checks  of  idle  adjustments  and/or 
a  suitable  type  of  physical  tagging.  This 
program  shall  include  appropriate  pen¬ 
alties  for  violation. 

(5)  Provisions  for  beginning  the  first 
inspection  cycle  by  August  1,  1975,  and 
completing  it  by  July  31, 1976. 

(6)  Designation  of  an  agency  or  agen¬ 
cies  responsible  for  conducting,  oversee¬ 
ing,  and  enforcing  the  inspection  and 
maintenance  program. 

(d)  After  July  31, 1976,  the  State  shall 
not  register  or  allow  to  operate  on  public 
streets  or  highways  any  light-duty,  me¬ 
dium-duty,  or  heavy-duty  vehicle  that 
does  not  comply  with  the  applicable 
standards  and  procedures  adopts  pur¬ 
suant  to  paragraph  (c)  of  this  section. 
This  shall  not  apply  to  the  initial  regis¬ 
tration  of  a  new  motor  vehicle. 

(e)  After  July  31,  1976,  no  owner  of  a 
light-duty,  medium-duty,  or  heavy-duty 
vehicle  shjill  operate  or  allow  the  opera¬ 
tion  of  such  vehicle  that  does  not  comply 
with  the  applicable  standards  and  pro¬ 
cedures  adopted  pursuant  to  paragraph 


(c)  of  this  section.  This  shall  not  apply  to 
the  initial  registration  of  a  new  motor 
vehicle. 

(f)  The  State  of  Maryland  shall  sub¬ 
mit,  no  later  than  February  1,  1974,  a 
detailed  compliance  schedule  showing 
the  steps  it  will  take  to  establish  and  en¬ 
force  an  inspection  and  maintenance 
program  pursuant  to  paragraph  (c)  of 
this  section,  including: 

(1)  The  text  of  needed  statutory  pro¬ 
posals  and  regulations  that  it  will  pro¬ 
pose  for  adoption. 

(2)  The  date  by  which  the  State  will 
recommend  needed  legislation  to  the 
State  legislature. 

(3)  The  date  by  which  necessary 
equipment  will  be  ordered. 

(4)  A  signed  statement  from  the  Gov¬ 
ernor  or  his  designee  identifying  the 
sources  and  amoimts  of  fimds  for  the 
program.  If  fimds  cannot  legally  be  obli¬ 
gated  under  existing  statutory  authority, 
the  text  of  needed  legislation  shall  be 
submitted. 

§  52.1096  Vacuum  spark  advance  dis¬ 
connect  retrofit. 

(a)  Definitions: 

(1)  “Vacuum  spark  advance  discon¬ 
nect  retrofit”  means  a  device  or  system 
installed  on  a  motor  vehicle  that  prevents 
the  ignition  vacuum  advance  from  op¬ 
erating  either  when  the  vehicle’s  trans¬ 
mission  is  in  the  lower  gears,  or  when 
the  vehicle  is  traveling  below  a  predeter¬ 
mined  speed,  so  as  to  achieve  reduction  in 
exhaust  emissions  of  hydrocarbon  and 
carbon  monoxide  of  at  least  25  and  9 
percent,  respectively,  from  1967  and 
earlier  light-duty  vehicles. 

(2)  “Light-duty  vehicle”  means  a 
gasoline-pwwered  motor  vehicle  rated  at 
6,000  lb  gross  vehicle  weight  (GVW)  or 
less. 

(3)  All  other  terms  used  in  this  section 
that  are  defined  in  Part  51,  Appendix  N, 
of  this  chapter  are  used  herein  with 
meanings  so  defined. 

(b)  This  section  is  applicable  within 
the  Metropolitan  Baltimore  Intrastate 
AQCR. 

(c)  The  State  of  Maryland  shall  estab¬ 
lish  a  retrofit  program  to  ensure  that  on 
or  before  January  1,  1976,  all  light-duty 
vehicles  of  model  years  prior  to  1968  reg¬ 
istered  in  the  area  specified  in  paragraph 
(b)  of  this  section  are  equipp^  with  an 
appropriate  vacuum  spark  advance  dis¬ 
connect  retrofit  device  or  other  device,  as 
approved  by  the  Administrator,  that  will 
reduce  exhaust  emissions  of  hydrocar¬ 
bons  and  carbon  monoxide  at  least  to  the 
same  extent  as  a  vacuum  spark  advance 
disconnect  retrofit.  No  later  than  Febru¬ 
ary  1,  1974,  the  State  of  Maryland  shall 
submit  to  the  Administrator  a  detailed 
compliance  schedule  showing  the  steps 
it  will  take  to  establish  and  enforce  a 
retrofit  program  pursuant  to  this  section, 
including  the  text  of  statutory  proposals, 
regulations,  and  enforcement  procedures 
that  the  State  proposed  for  adoption.  The 
compliance  schedule  shall  also  include  a 
date  by  which  the  State  shall  evaluate 
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and  approve  devices  for  use  in  this  pro¬ 
gram.  Such  date  shall  be  no  later  than 
September  30. 1974. 

(d)  No  later  than  April  1,  1974,  the 
State  shall  submit  legally  adopted  regu¬ 
lations  to  the  Administrator  establishing 
such  a  program.  The  regulations  shall 
include: 

(1)  Designation  of  an  agency  respon¬ 
sible  for  evaluating  and  approving  de¬ 
vices  for  use  on  vehicles  subject  to  this 
section. 

(2)  Designation  of  an  agency  respon¬ 
sible  for  ensuring  that  the  provisions  of 
subparagraph  (3)  of  this  paragraph  are 
enforced. 

(3)  Provisions  for  beginning  the  in¬ 
stallation  of  the  retrofit  devices  by  Janu¬ 
ary  1,  1975,  and  completing  the  installa¬ 
tion  of  the  devices  on  all  vehicles  subject 
to  this  section  no  later  than  January  1, 
1976. 

(4)  A  provision  that  starting  no  later 
than  January  1,  1976,  no  vehicle  for 
which  retrofit  is  required  under  this  sec¬ 
tion  shall  pass  the  annual  emission  tests 
provided  for  by  §  52.1095  imless  it  has 
been  first  equipped  with  an  approved 
vacuum  spark  advance  disconnect  retro¬ 
fit  device,  or  other  device  approved  pur¬ 
suant  to  this  section,  which  the  test  has 
shown  to  be  installed  and  operating  cor¬ 
rectly.  The  regulations  shall  include  test 
procedures  and  failure  criteria  for  im¬ 
plementing  this  provision. 

(5)  Methods  and  procedures  for  en¬ 
suring  that  those  installing  the  retrofit 
devices  have  the  training  and  ability  to 
perform  the  needed  tasks  satisfactorily 
and  have  an  adequate  supply  of  retrofit 
comp>onents. 

(6)  Provision  (apart  from  the  require¬ 
ments  of  any  general  program  for  peri¬ 
odic  inspection  and  maintenance  of  vehi¬ 
cles)  for  emissions  testing  at  the  time  of 
device  installation  or  some  other  posi¬ 
tive  assurance  that  the  device  is  installed 
and  operating  correctly, 

(e)  After  January  1,  1976,  the  State 
shall  not  register  or  allow  to  operate  on 
its  streets  or  highways  any  light-duty 
vehicle  that  does  not  comply  with  the 
applicable  standards  and  procedures 
adopted  piusuant  to  paragraph  (d)  of 
this  section. 

(f)  After  January  1,  1976,  no  owner  of 
a  vehicle  subject  to  this  section  shall  op¬ 
erate  or  allow  the  operation  of  any  such 
vehicle  that  does  not  comply  with  the 
applicable  standards  and  procedures  im¬ 
plementing  this  section. 

(g)  The  State  may  exempt  any  class  or 
category  of  vehicles  from  this  section 
which  the  State  finds  is  rarely  used  on 
public  streets  and  highways  (such  as 
classic  or  antique  vehicles)  or  for  which 
the  State  demonstrates  to  the  Admin¬ 
istrator  that  vacumn  spark  advance  dis¬ 
connect  devices  or  other  devices  ap¬ 
proved  pursuant  to  this  section  are  not 
commercially  available. 

§  52.1097  Oxidizing  catalyst  retrofit — 
Baltimore. 

(a)  Definitions: 

(1)  “Oxidizing  catalyst”  means  a  de¬ 
vice  that  uses  a  catalyst  installed  in  the 
exhaust  system  of  a  vehicle  (and  if  nec¬ 


essary,  includes  an  air  ptunp)  so  as  to 
achieve  reduction  in  exhaust  emissions 
of  hydrocarbon  and  carlxm  mtmoxlde  of 
at  least  50  and  50  percent,  respectively, 
from  light-duty  vehicles  of  1971-1975 
model  years  and  of  least  50  and  50  per¬ 
cent,  respectively,  from  medium-duty 
vehicles  of  1971-1975  model  years. 

(2)  “Light-duty  vehicle”  means  a 
gasoline-powered  motor  vehicle  rated  at 
6,000  lb  gross  vehicle  weight  (GVW)  or 
less. 

(3)  “Medium-duty  vehicle”  means  a 
gasoline-powered  motor  vehicle  rated  at 
more  than  6,000  lb  GVW  and  less  than 
10,000  lb  GVW. 

(4)  All  other  terms  used  in  this  sec¬ 
tion  that  are  defined  in  Part  51,  Appen¬ 
dix  N,  of  this  chapter  are  used  herein 
with  meanings  so  defined. 

(b)  This  section  is  applicable  within 
the  Metropolitan  Baltimore  Intrastate 
AQ(JR. 

(c)  The  State  of  Maryland  shall  es¬ 
tablish  a  retrofit  program  to  ensure  that 
on  or  before  May  31,  1977,  all  light-duty 
and  medium-duty  vehicles  of  model 
years  1971  through  1975  which  are  reg¬ 
istered  in  the  area  specified  in  paragraph 
(b)  of  this  section  and  are  able  to  op¬ 
erate  on  91  RON  gasoline,  are  equipp^ 
with  an  appropriate  oxidizing  catalyst 
retrofit  device  or  other  device,  as  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  Administrator,  that  will  re¬ 
duce  exhaust  emissions  of  hydrocarbons 
and  carbon  monoxide  at  least  to  the 
same  extent  as  an  oxidizing  catalyst  ret¬ 
rofit  device.  No  later  than  April  1,  1974, 
the  State  of  Maryland  shall  submit  to 
the  Administrator  a  detailed  compliance 
schedule  showing  the  steps  it  will  take  to 
establish  and  enforce  a  retrofit  program 
pursuant  to  this  section,  including  the 
text  of  statutory  proposals,  regulations, 
and  enforcement  procedures  that  the 
State  proposes  for  adoption.  The  com¬ 
pliance  schedule  shall  also  include  a  date 
by  which  the  State  shall  evaluate  and 
approve  devices  for  use  in  this  program. 
Such  date  shall  be  no  later  than  Janu¬ 
ary  1. 1975. 

(d)  No  later  than  September  1,  1974, 
the  State  shall  submit  legally  adopted 
regulations  to  the  Administrator  estab¬ 
lishing  such  a  program.  The  regulations 
shall  include: 

(1)  Designation  of  an  agency  respon¬ 
sible  for  evaluating  and  approving  de¬ 
vices  for  use  on  vehicles  subject  to  this 
section. 

(2)  Designation  of  an  agency  respon¬ 
sible  for  ensuring  that  the  provisions  of 
subparagraph  (3)  of  this  paragraph  are 
enforced. 

(3)  Provisions  for  beginning  the  in¬ 
stallation  of  the  retrofit  devices  by  Jan¬ 
uary  1,  1976,  and  completing  the  instal¬ 
lation  of  the  devices  on  all  vehicles  sub¬ 
ject  to  this  section  no  later  than  May  31, 
1977. 

(4)  A  provision  that  starting  no  later 
than  May  31,  1977,  no  vehicle  for  which 
retrofit  is  required  under  this  section 
shall  pass  the  annual  emission  tests  pro¬ 
vided  by  5  52.1095  unless  it  has  been  first 
equipp^  with  an  approved  oxidizing 
catalyst  device,  or  other  device  approved 
pursuant  to  this  section,  which  the  test 


has  shown  to  be  installed  and  operating 
correctly.  Hie  regulations  shall  include 
test  procedures  and  failure  criteria  for 
implementing  this  provision 

(5)  Methods  and  procedures  for  en¬ 
suring  that  those  installing  the  retrofit 
device  have  the  training  and  ability  to 
perform  the  needed  tasks  satisfactorily 
and  have  an  adequate  supply  of  retrofit 
components. 

(6)  Provision  (apart  from  the  require¬ 
ments  of  any  general  program  for  peri¬ 
odic  inspection  and  maintenance  of  vehi¬ 
cles)  for  emissions  testing  at  the  time 
of  device  installation  or  some  other  posi¬ 
tive  assurance  that  the  device  is  installed 
and  operating  correctly. 

(e)  After  May  31, 1977,  the  State  shall 
not  register  or  allow  to  operate  on  its 
streets  or  highways  any  vehicle  that  does 
not  comply  with  the  applicable  standards 
and  procedures  adopted  pursuant  to 
paragraph  (d)  of  this  section. 

(f)  After  May  31,  1977,  no  owner  of  a 
vehicle  subject  to  this  section  shall  oper¬ 
ate  or  allow  the  operation  of  any  such 
vehicle  that  does  not  comply  with  the  ap¬ 
plicable  standards  and  procedures  im¬ 
plementing  this  section. 

(g)  Any  veliicle  which  is  manufac¬ 
tured  equipped  with  an  oxidizing  cata¬ 
lyst,  or  which  is  certified  to  meet  the 
original  1975  light-duty  vehicle  emis¬ 
sion  standards  set  forth  in  section  202 

(b)  (1)  (A)  of  the  Clean  Air  Act  of  1970 
(without  regard  to  any  suspension  of 
such  standards),  shall  be  exempt  from 
the  requirements  of  this  section. 

§  52.1098  Light-duty  air/ fuel  control 
retrofit. 

(a)  Definitions; 

(1)  “Air-Puel  control  retrofit”  means 
a  system  or  device  (such  as  modifica¬ 
tion  to  the  engine’s  carburetor  or  posi¬ 
tive  crankcase  ventilation  system)  that 
results  in  engine  operation  at  an  in¬ 
creased  air-fuel  ratio  so  as  to  achieve  re¬ 
duction  in  exhaust  emissions  of  hydro¬ 
carbons  and  carbon  monoxide  of  at  least 
25  and  40  percent,  respectively,  from 
1968  through  1971  model  year  light-duty 
vehicles. 

(2)  “Light-duty  vehicle”  means  a  gaso¬ 
line-powered  motor  vehicle  rated  at 
6,000  lb  gross  vehicle  weight  (GVW)  or 
less. 

(3)  All  other  terms  used  in  this  section 
that  are  defined  in  Part  51,  Appendix  N, 
of  this  chapter  are  used  herein  with 
meanings  so  defined. 

(b)  This  section  is  applicable  within 
the  Metropolitan  Baltimore  Intrastate 
AQCR. 

(c)  The  State  of  Maryland  shall  estab¬ 
lish  a  retrofit  program  to  ensure  that  on 
on  or  before  August  1,  1976,  all  light- 
duty  vehicles  of  1968-1971  model  years 
which  are  not  required  to  be  retrofitted 
with  an  oxidizing  catalyst  or  other  ap¬ 
proved  device  pursuant  to  §  52.1097, 
which  are  registered  in  the  area  speci¬ 
fied  in  paragraph  (b)  of  this  section  are 
equipped  with  an  appropriated  air/fuel 
control  device  or  other  device  as  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  Administrator  that  will  re¬ 
duce  exhaust  emissions  of  hydrocarbons 
and  carbon  monoxide  at  least  to  the  same 
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extent  as  an  air/fuel  control  device.  No 
later  than  February  1,  1974,  the  State 
of  Maryland  shall  submit  to  the  Admin¬ 
istrator  a  detailed  compliance  schedule 
showing  the  steps  it  will  take  to  estab¬ 
lish  and  enforce  a  retrofit  program  pur¬ 
suant  to  this  section,  including  the  text 
of  statutory  proposals,  regulations,  and 
enforcement  procedures  that  the  State 
proposes  for  adoption.  The  compliance 
schedule  shall  also  include  a  date  by 
which  the  State  shall  evaluate  and  ap¬ 
prove  devices  for  use  in  this  program. 
Such  date  shall  be  no  later  than  Sep- 

(d)  No ’later  than  April  1,  1974,  the 
State  shall  submit  legally  adopted  regu¬ 
lations  to  the  Administrator  establish¬ 
ing  such  a  program.  The  regulations 
shall  Include: 

(1)  Designation  of  an  agency  responsi¬ 
ble  for  evaluating  and  approving  devices 
for  use  on  vehicles  subject  to  this  section. 

(2)  Designation  of  an  agency  responsi¬ 
ble  for  ensuring  that  the  provisions  of 
subparagraph  (3)  of  this  paragraph  are 
enforced. 

(3)  Provisions  for  beginning  the  in¬ 
stallation  of  the  retrofit  devices  by  Au¬ 
gust  1,  1975,  and  completing  the  instal¬ 
lation  of  the  devices  on  all  vehicles  sub¬ 
ject  to  this  section  no  later  than  Au¬ 
gust  1,  1976. 

(4)  A  provision  that  starting  no  later 
than  August  1, 1976,  no  vehicle  for  which 
retrofit  is  required  imder  this  section 
shall  pass  the  annual  emission  tests  pro¬ 
vided  for  by  §  52.1095  rniless  it  has  been 
first  equipped  with  an  approved  air/fuel 
control  retrofit,  or  other  device  approved 
pursuant  to  this  section,  which  the  test 
has  shown  to  be  installed  and  operating 
correctly.  The  regulations  shall  include 
test  procedures  and  failure  criteria  for 
implementing  this  provision. 

(5)  Methods  and  procedures  for  ensur¬ 
ing  that  those  installing  the  retrofit  de¬ 
vices  have  the  training  and  ability  to  per¬ 
form  the  needed  tasks  satisfactorily  and 
have  an  adequate  supply  of  retrofit 
components. 

(6)  Provision  (apart  from  the  require¬ 
ments  of  any  general  program  for  peri¬ 
odic  inspection  and  maintenance  of  ve¬ 
hicles)  for  emissions  testing  at  the  time 
of  device  installation  or  some  other  posi¬ 
tive  assurance  that  the  device  is  installed 
and  operating  correctly. 

(e)  After  August  1,  1976,  the  State 
shall- not  register  or  allow  to  operate  on 
its  streets  or  highways  any  vehicle  that 
does  not  comply  with  the  applicable 
standards  and  procedures  adopted  pur¬ 
suant  to  paragraph  (d)  of  this  section. 

(f)  After  August  1,  1976,  no  owner  of 
a  vehicle  subject  to  this  section  shall  op¬ 
erate  or  allow  the  operation  of  any  such 
vehicle  that  does  not  comply  with  the  ap¬ 
plicable  standards  and  procedures  im¬ 
plementing  this  section. 

(g)  The  State  may  exempt  any  class  or 
category  of  vehicles  from  this  section 
which  ^e  State  finds  Is  rarely  used  on 
public  streets  and  highways  (such  as 
classic  or  antique  vehicles)  or  for  which 
the  State  demonstrates  to  the  Adminis¬ 


trator  that  air/fuel  control  devices  or 
other  devices  approved  pursuant  to  this 
section  are  not  commercially  available. 

§  52.1099  Medium-duty  air/fuel  control 
retrofit.  _ 

(a)  Definitions: 

(1)  “Air/fuel  control  retrofit”  means 
a  system  or  device  (such  as  modification 
to  the  engine’s  carburetor  or  positive 
crankcase  ventilation  system)  that  re¬ 
sults  in  engine  operation  at  an  increased 
air/fuel  ratio  so  as  to  achieve  reduction 
in  exhaust  emissions  of  hydrocarbons 
and  carbon  monoxide  of  at  least  15  and 
30  percent,  respectively,  from  1973  and 
earlier  medium-duty  vehicles. 

(2)  “Medium-duty  vehicle”  means  a 
gasoline-powered  motor  vehicle  rated  at 
more  than  6,000  lb  GVW  and  less  than 
10,000  lb  GVW. 

(3)  All  other  terms  used  in  this  sec¬ 
tion  that  are  defined  in  Part  51,  Ap¬ 
pendix  N,  of  this  chapter  are  used  herein 
with  meanings  so  defined. 

(b)  This  section  is  applicable  within 
the  Metropolitan  Baltimore  Intrastate 
aqc:r. 

(c)  The  State  of  Maryland  shall  es¬ 
tablish  a  retrofit  program  to  ensme  that 
on  or  before  May  31,  1976,  all  medium- 
duty  vehicles  of  model  years  prior  to 
1974  which  are  not  required  to  be  retro¬ 
fitted  with  an  oxidizing  catalyst  or  other 
approved  device  pursuant  to  §  52.1097, 
which  are  registered  in  the  area  specified 
in  paragraph  (b)  of  this  section,  are 
equipped  with  an  appropriate  air/fuel 
control  device  or  other  device  as  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  Administrator  that  will 
reduce  exhaust  emissions  of  hydrocar¬ 
bons  and  carbon  monoxide  to  the  same 
extent  as  an  air/fuel  control  device.  No 
later  than  February  1,  1974,  State  of 
Maryland  shall  submit  to  the  Adminis¬ 
trator  a  detailed  compliance  schedule 
showing  the  steps  it  will  take  to  estab¬ 
lish  and  enforce  a  retrofit  program  pur¬ 
suant  to  this  section,  including  the  text 
of  statutory  proposals,  regulations,  and 
enforcement  procedures  that  the  State 
proposes  for  adoption.  The  compliance 
schedule  shall  also  include  a  date  by 
which  the  State  shall  evaluate  and  ap¬ 
prove  devices  for  use  in  this  program. 
Such  date  shall  be  no  later  than  Septem¬ 
ber  30,  1974. 

(d)  No  later  than  April  1,  1974,  the 
State  shall  submit  legally  adopted  regu¬ 
lations  to  the  Administrator  establish¬ 
ing  such  a  program.  The  regulations  shall 
include: 

(1)  Designation  of  an  agency  respon¬ 
sible  for  evaluating  and  approving  de¬ 
vices  for  use  on  vehicles  subject  to  this 
section. 

(2)  Designation  of  an  agency  respon¬ 
sible  for  ensuring  that  the  provisions  of 
subparagraph  (3)  of  this  paragraph  are 
enforced. 

(3)  Provisions  for  beginning  the  in¬ 
stallation  of  the  retrofit  devices  by  Au¬ 
gust  1,  1975,  and  completing  the  instal¬ 
lation  of  the  devices  on  all  vehicles  sub¬ 
ject  to  this  section  no  later  than  May  31, 
1976. 


(4)  A  provision  that  beginning  no 
later  than  May  31,  1976,  no  vehicle  for 
which  retrofit  is  required  under  this  sec¬ 
tion  shall  i>ass  the  annual  emission  tests 
provided  for  by  §  52.1095  unless  it  has 
been  first  equipped  with  an  approved  air/ 
fuel  control  retrofit,  or  other  device  ap¬ 
proved  pursuant  to  this  section,  which 
the  test  has  shown  to  be  installed  and 
operating  correctly.  The  regulations  shall 
include  test  procedures  and  failime  cri¬ 
teria  for  implementing  this  provision. 

(5)  Methods  and  procedures  for  ensur¬ 
ing  that  those  persons  installing  the 
retrofit  devices  have  the  training  and 
ability  to  perform  the  needed  tasks  sat¬ 
isfactorily  and  have  an  adequate  supply 
of  retrofit  components. 

(6)  Provision  (apart  from  the  require¬ 
ments  of  any  general  program  for  pe¬ 
riodic  inspection  and  maintenance  of 
vehicles)  for  emissions  testing  at  the 
time  of  device  installaticm  or  some  other 
IX)sitive  assurance  that  the  device  is  in¬ 
stalled  and  operating  correctly. 

(e)  After  May  31, 1976,  the  State  shall 
not  register  or  allow  to  operate  on  its 
streets  or  highways  any  vehicle  that  does 
not  comply  with  the  applicable  stand¬ 
ards  and  procedures  adopted  pursuant  to 
paragraph  (d)  of  this  section. 

(f)  After  May  31,  1976,  no  owner  of 
a  vehicle  subject  to  this  section  shall 
operate  or  allow  the  operation  of  any 
such  vehicle  that  does  not  comply  with 
the  applicable  standards  and  procedures 
implementing  this  section. 

(g)  The  State  may  exempt  any  class 
or  category  of  vehicles  from  this  section 
which  the  State  finds  is  rarely  used  on 
public  streets  and  highways  (such  as 
classic  or  antique  vehicles)  or  for  which 
the  State  demonstrates  to  the  Adminis¬ 
trator  that  air/fuel  contool  devices  or 
other  devices  approved  pursuant  to  this 
section  are  not  commercially  available. 

§  52.1100  Heavy-duty  air/ fuel  control 
retrofit. 

(a)  Definitions: 

(1)  “Air/fuel  control  retrofit”  means 
a  system  or  device  (such  as  modifica¬ 
tion  to  the  engine’s  carburetor  or  posi¬ 
tive  crankcase  ventilation  system)  that 
results  in  engine  operation  at  an  in¬ 
creased  air-fuel  ratio  so  as  to  achieve 
reduction  in  exhaust  emissirais  of  hydro¬ 
carbon  and  carbon  monoxide  from 
heavy-duty  vehicles  of  at  least  30  and 
40  percent,  respectively. 

(2)  “Heavy-duty  vehicles”  means  a 
gasoline-powered  motor  vehicle  rated  at 
10,000  lb  gross  vehicle  weight  (GVW)  or 
more. 

(3)  All  other  terms  used  in  this  sec¬ 
tion  that  are  defined  in  Part  51,  Appen¬ 
dix  N,  of  this  chapter  are  used  herein 
with  meanings  so  defined. 

(b)  This  section  is  applicable  within 
the  Metropolitan  Baltimore  Intrastate 
AQCR. 

(c)  The  State  of  Maryland  shall  estab¬ 
lish  a  retrofit  program  to  ensure  that 
on  or  before  May  31, 1977,  all  heavy-duty 
vehicles  registered  in  the  area  specified 
in  paragraph  (b)  of  this  section  are 
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equipped  with  an  appropriate  air/ fuel 
control  retrofit  or  other  device  as  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  Administrator  that  will 
reduce  exhaust  emissions  of  hydrocar¬ 
bons  and  carbon  monoxide  at  least  to 
the  same  extent  as  an  air/fuel  control 
retrofit.  No  later  than  April  1,  1974, 
the  State  of  Maryland  shall  submit  to 
the  Administrator  a  detailed  compliance 
schedule  showing  the  steps  it  will  take 
to  establish  and  enforce  a  retrofit  pro¬ 
gram  pursuant  to  this  section,  includ¬ 
ing  the  text  of  statutory  proposals,  reg¬ 
ulations,  and  enforcement  procedures 
that  the  State  proposes  for  adoption. 
The  compliance  schedule  shall  also  in¬ 
clude  a  date  by  which  the  State  shall 
evaluate  and  approve  devices  for  use  in 
this  program.  Such  date  shall  be  no  later 
than  January  1,  1975. 

(d)  No  later  than  ^ptember  1,  1974, 
the  State  shall  submit  legally  adopted 
regulations  to  the  Administrator  estab¬ 
lishing  such  a  program.  The  regulations 
shall  include: 

(1)  Designation  of  an  agency  respon¬ 
sible  for  evaluation  and  approving  de¬ 
vices  for  use  on  vehicles  subject  to  this 
section. 

(2)  Designation  of  an  agency  respon¬ 
sible  for  ensuring  that  the  provisions  of 
subparagraph  (3)  of  this  paragraph  are 
enforced. 

(3)  Provisions  for  beginning  the  in¬ 
stallation  of  the  retrofit  devices  by  Jan¬ 
uary  1,  1976,  and  completing  the  instal¬ 
lation  of  the  device  on  all  vehicles  sub¬ 
ject  to  this  section  no  later  than  May  31, 
1977. 

(4)  A  provision  that  starting  no  later 
than  May  31,  1977,  no  vehicle  for  which 
retrofit  is  required  imder  this  section 
shall  pass  the  annual  emission  tests  pro¬ 
vided  for  by  §  52.1095  unless  it  has  been 
first  equipped  with  an  approved  air/ fuel 
control  retrofit,  or  other  device  ap¬ 
proved  pursuant  to  this  section,  which 
the  test  has  shown  to  be  installed  and 
operating  correctly.  The  regulations 
shall  include  test  procedures  and  failure 
criteria  for  implementing  this  provision. 

(5)  Methods  and  procedures  for  en¬ 
suring  that  those  installing  the  retrofit 
devices  have  the  training  and  ability 
to  perform  the  needed  tasks  satisfac¬ 
torily  and  have  an  adequate  supply  of 
retrofit  components. 

(6)  Provision  (apart  from  the  require¬ 
ments  of  any  general  program  for 
periodic  inspection  and  maintenance  of 
vehicles)  for  emissions  testing  at  the 
time  of  device  installation  or  some  other 
positive  assurance  that  the  device  is  in¬ 
stalled  and  operating  correctly. 

(e)  After  May  31,  1977,  the  State  shall 
not  register  or  allow  to  operate  on  its 
streets  or  highways  any  vehicle  that  does 
not  comply  with  the  applicable  standards 
and  procedures  adopted  pursuant  to 
paragraph  (d)  of  this  section. 

(f)  After  May  31,  1977,  no  owner  of  a 
vehicle  subject  to  this  section  shall  oper¬ 
ate  or  allow  the  operati(m  of  any  such 
vehicle  that  does  not  comply  with  the 
applicable  standards  and  procedures  Im¬ 
plementing  this  section. 


(g)  The  State  may  exempt  any  class 
or  category  of  vehicles  from  this  section 
which  the  State  finds  is  rarely  used  on 
public  streets  and  highways  (such  as 
classic  or  antique  vehicles)  or  for  which 
the  State  demonstrates  to  the  Admin¬ 
istrator  that  air/fuel  control  retrofits  or 
other  devices  approved  pursuant  to  this 
section  are  not  commercially  available. 

§  52.1101  Gasoline  transfer  vapor  con¬ 
trol. 

(a)  Definitions: 

(1)  “Gasoline”  means  any  petroleum 
distillate  having  a  Reid  vapor  pressure  of 
4  pounds  or  greater. 

(b)  This  section  is  applicable  in  the 
Metropolitan  Baltimore  Intrastate 
A<aCR. 

(c)  No  person  shall  transfer  gasoline 
from  any  delivery  vessel  into  any  sta¬ 
tionary  storage  container  with  a  capacity 
greater  than  250  gallons  unless  the  dis¬ 
placed  vapors  from  the  storage  container 
are  processed  by  a  system  that  prevents 
release  to  the  atmosphere  of  no  less  than 
90  percent  by  weight  of  organic  com¬ 
pounds  in  said  vapors  displaced  from  the 
stationary  container  location. 

(1)  The  vapor  recovery  portion  of  the 
system  shall  include  one  or  more  of  the 
following: 

(1)  A  vapor-tight  return  line  from  the 
storage  container  to  the  delivery  vessel 
and  a  system  that  will  ensure  that  the 
vapor  return  line  is  connected  before 
gasoline  can  be  transferred  into  the  con¬ 
tainer. 

(ii)  Refrigeration  -  condensation  sys¬ 
tem  or  equivalent  designed  to  recover 
no  less  than  90  percent  by  weight  of  the 
organic  compoimds  in  the  displaced 
vapor. 

(2)  If  a  “vapor-tight  vapor  return” 
system  is  used  to  meet  the  requirements 
of  this  section,  the  system  shall  be  so 
constructed  as  to  be  readily  adapted  to 
retrofit  with  an  adsorption  system,  re¬ 
frigeration-condensation  system,  or 
equivalent  vapor  removal  system,  and  so 
constructed  as  to  anticipate  compliance 
with  §  52.1102  of  this  subpart. 

(3)  The  vapor-laden  delivery  vessel 
shall  be  subject  to  the  following  condi¬ 
tions: 

(i)  The  delivery  vessel  must  be  so  de¬ 
signed  and  maintained  as  to  be  vapor- 
tight  at  all  times. 

(ii)  The  vapor-laden  delivery  vessel 
may  be  refilled  only  at  facilities  equipped 
with  a  vapor  recovery  system  or  the 
equivalent,  which  can  recover  at  least 
90  percent  by  weight  of  the  organic  com¬ 
poimds  in  the  vapors  displaced  from  the 
delivery  vessel  during  refilling. 

(iii)  Gasoline  storage  compartments 
of  1,000  gallons  or  less  in  gasoline  de¬ 
livery  vehicles  presently  in  use  on  the 
promulgation  date  of  this  regulation  will 
not  be  required  to  be  retrofitted  with  a 
vapor  return  system  until  January  1, 
1977. 

(d)  The  provisions  of  paragraph  (c) 
of  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  the 
following: 

(1)  Stationary  containers  having  a  ca¬ 
pacity  less  than  550  gallons  used  exclu¬ 


sively  for  the  fueling  of  implements  of 
husbandry. 

(2)  Any  container  having  a  capacity 
less  than  2,000  gallons  installed  prior  to 
promulgation  of  this  section. 

(3)  Transfers  made  to  storage  tanks 
equipped  with  fioating  roofs  or  their 
equivalent. 

(e)  Every  owner  or  operator  of  a  sta¬ 
tionary  storage  container  or  delivery  ves¬ 
sel  subject  to  this  section  shall  comply 
with  the  following  compliance  schedule: 

(1)  April  1,  1974.  Submit  to  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  a  final  control  plan,  which 
describes  at  a  minimum  the  steps  which 
will  be  taken  by  the  source  to  achieve 
compliance  with  the  provisions  of  para¬ 
graph  (c)  of  this  section. 

(2)  May  1,  1974.  Negotiate  and  sign 
all  necessary  contracts  for  emission  con¬ 
trol  systems,  or  issue  orders  for  the  pur¬ 
chase  of  component  parts  to  accompli.sh 
emission  control. 

(3)  January  1,  1975.  Initiate  on-site 
construction  or  installation  of  emission 
control  equipment. 

(4)  February  1, 1976.  Complete  on-site 
construction  or  installation  of  emission 
control  equipment. 

(5)  March  1,  1976.  Assure  final  com¬ 
pliance  with  the  provisions  of  paragraph 
(c)  of  this  section. 

(6)  Any  owner  or  operator  of  sources 
subject  to  the  compliance  schedule  in 
this  paragraph  shall  certify  to  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator,  within  5  days  after  the  dead¬ 
line-  for  each  increment  of  progress, 
whether  or  not  the  reoulred  Increment* 
of  progress  has  been  met. 

(f)  Paragraph  (e)  of  this  section  shall 
not  apply : 

(1)  To  a  source  which  is  presently  in 
compliance  with  the  provisions  of  para¬ 
graph  (c)  of  this  section  and  which  has 
certified  such  compliance  to  the  Admin¬ 
istrator  by  January  31,  1974.  The  Ad¬ 
ministrator  may  request  whatever  sup¬ 
porting  information  he  considers  neces¬ 
sary  for  proper  certification. 

(2)  To  a  source  for  which  a  compli¬ 
ance  schedule  is  adopted  by  the  State 
and  approved  by  the  Administrator. 

(3)  To  a  source  whose  owner  or  opera¬ 
tor  submits  to  the  Administrator,  by 
January  31,  1974,  a  proposed  alternative 
schedule.  No  such  schedule  may  provide 
for  compliance  after  March  1,  1976.  Any 
such  schedule  shall  provide  for  certifi¬ 
cation  to  the  Administrator  within  5 
days  after  the  deadline  for  each  incre¬ 
ment  therein,  as  to  whether  or  not  that 
increment  has  been  met.  If  promulgated 
by  the  Administrator,  such  schedule 
shall  satisfy  the  requirements  of  this 
paragraph  for  the  affected  source. 

(g)  Nothing  in  this  section,  shall  pre¬ 
clude  the  Administrator  from  promul¬ 
gating  a  separate  schedule  for  any  source 
to  which  the  application  of  the  compli¬ 
ance  schedule  in  paragraph  (e)  of  this 
section  fails  to  satisfy  the  requirements 
of  §  51.15(b)  and  (c)  of  this  chapter. 

(h)  Any  gasoline  dispensing  facility 
subject  to  this  section  which  installs  a 
storage  tank  after  the  effective  date  of 
this  section  shall  comply  with  the  re¬ 
quirements  of  paragraph  (c)  of  this  sec¬ 
tion  by  March  1,  1976,  and  prior  to  that 
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date  shall  comply  with  paragraph  (e) 
of  this  section  as  far  as  possible.  Any 
facility  subject  to  this  section  which 
installs  a  storage  tank  after  March  1, 
1976,  shall  comply  with  the  requirements 
of  paragraph  (c)  of  this  section  at  the 
time  of  installation. 

§  52.1102  Control  of  evaporative  losses 
from  the  filling  of  vehicular  tanks. 

(a)  Definitions: 

(1)  “Gasoline”  means  any  petroleum 
distillate  having  a  Reid  vapor  pressure 
of  4  pounds  or  greater. 

(b)  This  section  is  applicable  in  the 
Metropolitan  Baltimore  Intrastate 
AQCR. 

(c)  A  person  shall  not  transfer  gaso¬ 
line  to  an  automotive  fuel  tank  from  a 
gasoline  dispensing  system  unless  the 
transfer  is  made  through  a  fill  nozzle 
designed  to: 

(1)  Prevent  discharge  of  hydrocarbon 
vapors  to  the  atmosphere  from  either 
the  vehicle  filler  neck  or  dispensing 
nozzle; 

(2)  Direct  vapor  displaced  from  the 
automotive  fuel  tank  to  a  system 
wherein  at  least  90  percent  by  weight  of 
the  organic  compounds  in  displaced 
vapors  are  recovered;  and 

(3)  Prevent  automotive  fuel  tank 
overfills  or  spillage  on  fill  nozzle 
disconnect. 

(d)  The  system  referred  to  in  para¬ 
graph  (c)  of  this  section  can  consist  of 
a  vapor-tight  return  line  from  the  fill 
nozzle-filler  neck  interface  to  the  dis¬ 
pensing  tank  or  to  an  adsorption,  ab¬ 
sorption,  incineration,  refrigeration- 
condensation  system  or  its  equivalent. 

(e)  ComiK)nents  of  the  systems  re¬ 
quired  by  §  52.1101(c)  can  be  used  for 
compliance  with  paragraph  (c)  of  this 
section. 

(f)  If  it  is  demonstrated  to  the  sat¬ 
isfaction  of  the  Administrator  that  it 
is  impractical  to  comply  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  paragraph  (c)  of  this  section 
as  a  result  of  vehicle  fill  neck  configura¬ 
tion,  location,  or  other  design  features 
of  a  class  of  vehicles,  the  provisions  of 
this  section  shall  not  apply  to  such  ve¬ 
hicles.  However,  in  no  case  shall  such 
configuration  exempt  any  gasoline  dis¬ 
pensing  facility  from  installing  and 
xising  in  the  most  effective  manner  a 
system  required  by  paragraph  (c)  of  this 
section. 

(g)  Every  owner  or  operator  of  a  gas¬ 
oline  dispensing  system  subject  to  this 
section  shall  comply  with  the  following 
compliance  schedule. 

(1)  April  1,  1974.  Submit  to  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  a  final  control  plan,  which 
describes  at  a  minimum  the  steps  which 
will  be  taken  by  the  source  to  achieve 
compliance  with  provisions  of  para¬ 
graph  (c)  of  this  section. 

(2)  July  1, 1974.  Negotiate  and  sign  all 
necessary  contracts  for  emission  con¬ 
trol  systems,  or  issue  orders  for  the  pur¬ 
chase  of  component  parts  to  accomplish 
emission  control. 

(3)  January  1,  1975.  Initiate  on-site 
construction  or  Installation  of  emission 
control  equipment. 


(4)  May  1,  1977.  Complete  on-site 
construction  or  Installation  of  emission 
control  equipment  or  process  modifica¬ 
tion. 

(5)  May  31,  1977.  Assure  final  com¬ 
pliance  with  the  provisions  of  paragraph 
(c)  of  this  section. 

(6)  Any  owner  or  operator  of  sources 
subject  to  the  compliance  schedule  in 
this  paragraph  shaU  certify  to  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator,  within  5  days  after  the 
deadline  for  each  increment  of  progress, 
whether  or  not  the  required  increment 
of  progress  has  been  met. 

(h)  Paragraph  (g)  of  this  section  shall 
not  apply: 

(1)  To  a  source  which  is  presently  in 
compliance  with  the  provisions  of  para¬ 
graph  (c)  of  this  section  and  which  has 
certified  such  compliance  to  the  Admin¬ 
istrator  by  January  31, 1974.  The  Admin¬ 
istrator  may  request  whatever  support¬ 
ing  informaticHi  he  considers  necessary 
for  proper  certificatlOTi. 

(2)  To  a  source  for  which  a  compli¬ 
ance  schedule  is  adopted  by  the  State 
and  approved  by  the  Administrator. 

(3)  To  a  source  whose  owner  or  oper¬ 
ator  sulxnits  to  the  Administrator  by 
January  31,  1974,  a  proposed  alternative 
schedule.  No  such  schedule  may  provide 
for  compliance  after  May  31,  1977.  Any 
such  schedule  shall  provide  for  certifi¬ 
cation  to  the  Administrator  within  5 
days  after  the  deadline  for  each  incre¬ 
ment  therein,  as  to  whether  or  not  that 
increment  has  been  met.  If  promulgated 
by  the  Administrator,  such  schedule 
shall  satisfy  the  requirements  of  this 
paragraph  for  the  affected  source. 

(i)  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  pre¬ 
clude  the  Administrator  from  promul¬ 
gating  a  separate  schedule  for  any 
source  to  which  the  afgdication  of  the 
compliance  schedule  in  paragraph  (g) 
of  this  section  fails  to  satisfy  the  re¬ 
quirements  of  §  51.15(b)  and  (c)  of  this 
chapter. 

(j)  Any  gasoline  dispraising  facility 
subject  to  this  section  which  Installs  a 
gasoline  dispensing  system  after  the  ef¬ 
fective  date  of  this  sectlcm  shall  comply 
with  the  requirements  of  paragraph  (c) 
of  this  section  by  May  31,  1977  and  prior 
to  that  date  shall  comply  with  para¬ 
graph  (g)  of  this  section  as  far  as  pos¬ 
sible.  Any  facility  subject  to  this  secticxi 
which  Installs  a  gasoline  dispensing  sys¬ 
tem  after  May  31,  1977,  shall  comply 
with  the  requirements  of  paragraph  (c) 
of  this  section  at  the  time  of  installaticm. 

§  52.1104  Carpool  Commuter  Matching 
System. 

(a)  Definitions: 

(1)  “Clarpool”  means  two  or  more  per¬ 
sons  utilizing  the  same  vehicle. 

( 2 )  “Carpool  matching”  means  assem¬ 
bling  lists  of  commuters  sharing  similar 
travel  needs  and  providing  a  mechanism 
by  which  persrais  on  such  lists  may  be 
put  in  ccmtact  with  each  other  for  the 
purpose  of  forming  carpools. 

(3)  “Time-origin-destination  (TOD) 
Information”  means  information  that 
identifies  a  commuter’s  work  schedule, 
home  and  work  locatirai,  or  the  location 


of  other  desired  origins  and  destinations 
of  trips  (such  as  shopping  or  recrea¬ 
tional  trips) . 

(4)  “Pilot  program”  means  a  program 
that  is  initiated  on  a  limited  basis  for 
the  purpose  of  facilitating  a  future  full 
scale  regional  program. 

(b)  This  section  is  applicable  in  the 
Metropolitan  Baltimore  Intrastate 
AQC7R  (the  Region) . 

(c)  Beginning  June  1,  1975,  the  State 
of  Maryland  shall,  unless  exempted  by 
the  Administrator  on  the  basis  of  a  find¬ 
ing  that  equivalent  service  is  being  or 
will  be  provided  by  some  other  public  or 
private  entity,  establish  a  computer- 
aided  carpool  matching  system  which  is 
conveniently  available  at  least  to  all  em¬ 
ployees  of  employers  within  the  Region 
who  employ  100  or  more  empdoyees.  The 
system  shall  as  soon  as  practicable,  be 
made  available  to  employees  of  smaller 
employers.  No  later  than  June  1,  1974, 
the  State  of  Maryland  shall  submit  to 
the  Administrator  a  program,  legally 
adopted  (through  regulation  or  statute) 
by  and  legally  binding  on  the  State,  pro¬ 
viding  for  such  a  ssrstem.  Hie  program 
shall  include: 

(1)  A  method  of  collecting  informa¬ 
tion  which  will  Include  the  following  as 
a  minimum: 

(1)  Provisions  for  each  affected  em¬ 

ployee  to  receive  an  application  form 
with  a  cover  letter  describing  the  match¬ 
ing  program.  \ 

(ii)  Provisions  on  each  application  for 
applicant  identification  of  his  TOD  in¬ 
formation,  and  the  applicant’s  desire  to 
drive  only,  ride  only,  or  share  driving. 

(2)  A  computer  method  of  matching 
information  that  will  have  provisions 
for  locating  each  applicant’s  origin  and 
destination  within  a  grid  system  in  the 
Region  and  matching  applicants  with 
identical  origin  and  destination  grids  and 
compatible  work  schedules. 

(3)  A  method  for  providing  continuing 
service  so  that  the  master  list  of  all  ap¬ 
plicants  is  retained  and  available  for  use 
by  new  applicants,  applications  are  cur¬ 
rently  available,  and  the  master  list  is 
periodically  updated  to  remove  appli¬ 
cants  who  have  moved  from  the  area 
served. 

(4)  An  agency  or  agencies  responsible 
for  operating,  overseeing  and  maintain¬ 
ing  the  carpool  computer  matching  sys¬ 
tem. 

(d)  No  later  than  January  1,  1975,  a 
pilot  program  shall  be  initiated  in  the 
Region  Identified  in  paragraph  (b)  of 
this  section  in  preparation  for  the  full 
implementation  required  under  para¬ 
graph  (c)  of  this  section. 

§  52.1105  Employer's  provision  for 
mass  transit  priority  incentives. 

(a)  Definitions: 

(1)  “Employee  parking  space”  means 
any  parking  space  reserved  or  provided 
by  an  employer  for  the  use  of  his  em¬ 
ployees. 

(b)  This  section  is  applicable  in  the 
Metropolitan  Baltimore  Intrastate  AQCR 
(the  Region) . 
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(c)  Each  employer  in  the  Region  who 
maintains  more  than  700  employee  park¬ 
ing  spaces  shall,  on  or  before  Febru¬ 
ary  1,  1974,  submit  to  the  Administrator 
an  adequate  transit  incentive  program 
designed  to  encourage  the  use  of  mass 
transit  and  discourage  the  use  of  single¬ 
passenger  automobiles  by  his  employees. 
This  program  may  contain  provisions  for 
subsidies  to  employees  who  use  mass 
transit,  reductions  in  the  number  of  em¬ 
ployee  parking  spaces,  or  surcharges  on 
the  use  of  such  spaces  by  employees, 
provision  of  special  charter  buses  or  other 
modes  of  mass  transit  for  the  use  of 
employees,  preferential  parking  and 
other  benefits  to  employees  who  travel 
to  work  by  carpool  and/or  any  other 
measure  acceptable  to  the  Administra¬ 
tor.  By  April  1,  1974,  the  Administrator 
shall  approve  such  program  for  each  em¬ 
ployer  if  he  finds  it  to  be  adequate,  and 
shall  disapprove  it  if  he  finds  it  not  to 
be  adequate.  Notice  of  such  approval  or 
disapproval  will  be  published  in  this 
Part  52. 

(d)  In  order  to  be  approv^ible  by  the 
Administrator,  such  program  shall  con¬ 
tain  procedures  whereby  the  employer 
will  supply  the  Administrator  with  semi¬ 
annual  certified  reports  which  shall 
show,  at  a  minimum  the  following  in¬ 
formation; 

(1)  The  number  of  employees  at  each 
of  the  employer’s  facilities  within  the 
Region  on  October  15, 1973,  and  as  of  the 
date  of  the  report. 

(2)  The  niunber  of  (i)  free  and  (ii) 
non-free  employee  parking  spaces  pro¬ 
vided  by  the  employer  at  each  such  em¬ 
ployment  facility  on  October  15,  1973, 
and  as  of  the  date  of  the  report. 

(3)  The  niunber  of  employees  regularly 
commuting  to  and  from  work  by  (i) 
private  automobile,  (ii)  carpool,  and 
(iii)  mass  transit  at  esich  such  employ¬ 
ment  facility  on  October  15,  1973,  and 
as  of  the  date  of  the  report. 

(4)  Such  other  information  as  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  may  prescribe. 

(e)  If,  after  the  Administrator  has 
approved  a  transit  incentive  program, 
the  employer  fails  to  submit  any  reports 
in  full  compliance  with  paragraph  (d) 
of  this  section,  or  if  the  Administrator 
finds  that  any  such  report  has  been  in¬ 
tentionally  falsified,  or  if  the  Adminis¬ 
trator  determines  that  the  program  is 
not  in  operation  or  is  not  providing  ade¬ 
quate  incentives  for  employee  use  of  car- 
pools  and  mass  transit,  the  Administra¬ 
tor  may  revoke  the  approval  of  such  plan. 
Such  revocation  shall  constitute  a  dis¬ 
approval. 

(f)  By  April  1, 1974,  the  Administrator 
shall  prescribe  a  transit  incentive  pro¬ 
gram  for  each  employer  to  whom  para¬ 
graph  (c)  of  this  section  is  applicable  if 
such  employer  has  not  submitted  a  pro¬ 
gram.  By  June  1,  1974,  the  Administra¬ 
tor  shall  prescribe  a  transit  incentive 
program  for  each  employer  to  whom 
paragraph  (c)  of  this  section  is  appli¬ 
cable  if  the  program  submitted  is  not 
adequate.  Within  two  months  after  any 
revocation  pursuant  to  paragraph  (e)  of 
this  section,  the  Administrator  shall  pre¬ 
scribe  a  transit  incentive  program  for  the 


affected  employer.  Any  program  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Administrator  shall  be 
published  in  this  Part  52. 

(g)  Eswjh  employer  in  the  Region  who 
maintains  more  than  70  employee  park¬ 
ing  spaces  shall,  on  or  before  February  1, 
1975,  submit  to  the  Administrator  an 
adequate  transit  incentive  program  con¬ 
forming  to  the  requirements  of  para¬ 
graphs  (c)  and  (d)  of  this  section,  ex¬ 
cept  that  in  paragraph  (d)  of  this  sec¬ 
tion,  the  reference  date  of  reports  shall 
be  October  15,  1974,  rather  than  Octo¬ 
ber  15,  1973.  Each  such  program  shall  be 
subject  to  approval  or  disapproval  by  the 
Administrator  by  April  1, 1975.  Each  such 
program,  when  approved,  shall  be  sub¬ 
ject  to  revocation  as  provided  in  para¬ 
graph  (e)  of  this  section. 

(h)  By  April  1,  1975,  the  Administra¬ 
tor  shall  prescribe  a  transit  incentive 
program  for  each  employer  to  which 
paragraph  (g)  of  this  section  is  appli¬ 
cable  if  such  employer  has  not  submitted 
a  program.  By  June  1,  1975,  the  Admin¬ 
istrator  shall  prescribe  a  transit  incen¬ 
tive  program  for  each  employer  to  which 
paragraph  (g)  of  this  section  is  appli¬ 
cable  if  the  program  submitted  is  not 
adequate.  Within  two  months  after  any 
revocation  of  any  program  of  any  em¬ 
ployer  pursuant  to  paragraph  (e)  of  this 
section,  the  Administrator  shall  pre¬ 
scribe  a  transit  incentive  program  for 
the  affected  employer.  Any  program  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Administrator  shall  be 
published  in  this  Part  52. 

§  52.1106  Study  and  establishment  of 
bikeways  in  the  Baltimore  area. 

(a)  Definitions: 

(1)  “Baltimore  CBD’’  is  defined  as  the 
area  in  the  City  of  Baltimore,  Maryland, 
enclosed  by,  but  not  including.  Centre 
Street,  Fallsway,  Falls  Avenue,  Pratt 
Street,  Greene  Street,  Franklin  Street, 
and  Eutaw  Street. 

(b)  This  regulation  is  applicable  in 
the  Metropolitan  Baltimore  Intrastate 
AQCR. 

(c)  The  State  of  Maryland  shall,  ac¬ 
cording  to  the  schedule  set  forth  in  par¬ 
agraph  (d)  of  this  section,  conduct  a 
study  of,  and  shall  in  that  study  recom¬ 
mend  locations  for  exclusive  bicycle  lanes 
and  bicycle  parking  facilities  In  the  area 
described  in  paragraph  (b)  of  this  sec¬ 
tion.  The  study  shall  be  made  with  a 
view  toward  maximum  safety  and  secu¬ 
rity.  The  study  shall  include  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  physical  designs  for  such  lanes 
and  parking  facilities,  and  of  rules  of  the 
road  for  bicyclists  and,  to  the  extent 
that  present  rules  must  be  modified  be¬ 
cause  of  bicycle  lanes,  new  rules  of  the 
road  for  motorists.  In  conducting  the 
study,  opportunity  shall  be  given  for  pub- 
hc  comments  and  suggestions.  The  study 
shall  recommend  as  large  a  network  of 
new  CBD  (and  return)  oriented  com¬ 
muter  bicycle  lanes  and  bicycle  parking 
facilities  as  is  practicable  within  the  area 
described  in  paragraph  (b)  of  this  sec¬ 
tion  and  shall  recommend  physical  de¬ 
signs  for  said  lanes  and  facilities.  The 
networks  shall  contain  at  least  15  miles 
of  exclusive  bicycle  lanes  in  each  direc- 
tior. 


(d)  The  State  of  Maryland  shall  sub¬ 
mit  to  the  Administrator  no  later  than 
March  1,  1974,  a  detailed  compliance 
schedule  showing  the  steiis  that  will  be 
taken  to  carry  out  the  study  required  by 
paragraph  (c)  of  this  section.  The  com¬ 
pliance  schedule  shall  at  a  minimum 
include; 

(1)  Designation  of  the  agency  respon¬ 
sible  for  conducting  the  study. 

(2)  A  date  for  initiation  of  the  study, 
which  date  shall  be  no  later  than  May  1, 
1974. 

( 3 )  A  date  for  completion  of  the  study, 
and  submittal  thereof  to  the  Administra¬ 
tor,  which  date  shall  be  no  later  than 
March  1,  1975. 

(4)  A  detailed  timetable  describing 
the  steps  that  must  be  taken  and  when 
these  steps  will  be  taken  to  ensure  the 
timely  submittal  of  any  legislation 
needed  to  generally  authorize  establish¬ 
ment  of  bikeways  and  parking  facilities 
in  Marj’land  to  the  State  legislature 

(e)  On  or  before  April  1,  1975,  the 
Administrator  shall  submit  to  the  State 
of  Maryland  his  response  to  the  study 
required  by  paragraph  (c)  of  this  section, 
and  shall,  in  that  response,  either  ap¬ 
prove  the  route  and  parking  facility  loca¬ 
tion  and  designs  recommended  in  the 
study,  or  shall  designate  alternative  and/ 
or  additional  route  and  parking  facility 
locations  and  designs. 

(f)  The  State  of  Maryland  and  such 
county  and  local  jurisdictions  as  the 
State  shall  request  to  participate  in  the 
establishment  of  the  networks  (the  State 
must  request  the  participation  of  a 
county  or  local  jurisdiction  if  the  par¬ 
ticipation  of  that  jurisdiction  is  neces¬ 
sary  to  the  establishment  of  the  lanes 
and  other  facilities  required  by  this  sec¬ 
tion)  shall  establish,  according  to  the 
schedule  set  forth  in  the  compliance 
schedule  required  by  paragraph  (g)  of 
this  section,  bike  lanes  and  parking  facil¬ 
ities  along  the  routes  and  in  the  loca¬ 
tions  approved  or  designated  by  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  pursuant  to  paragraph  (e) 
of  this  section. 

(g)  On  or  before  June  1,  1975,  the 
State  of  Maryland,  and  such  county  and 
local  jurisdictions  as  the  State  has  re¬ 
quested  to  participate  (and  are,  there¬ 
fore,  required  to  participate  by  para¬ 
graph  (f)  of  this  section)  shall  submit 
to  the  Administrator  compliance  sched¬ 
ules  which  shall  show  in  detail  the  steps 
which  each  governmental  entity  will  take 
to  establish  the  bike  lanes  and  parking 
facilities  required  by  this  section.  The 
schedule  must  include  as  a  minimum  the 
following; 

(1)  Each  lane  and  parking  facility 
must  be  identified  with  a  date  set  for 
its  establishment. 

(2)  The  design,  security  and  safety 
features  of  each  lane  and  parking  facility 
must  be  precisely  described  and  shown  to 
be  in  accord  with  the  designs  approved 
or  designated  by  the  Administrator  pur¬ 
suant  to  paragraph  (e)  of  this  section. 

(3)  A  date  must  be  set  .for  tJie  initia¬ 
tion  of  lane  and  parking  construction, 
which  date  shall  be  no  later  than  Sep¬ 
tember  1, 1975. 
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(4)  A  date  must  be  set  for  completion 
of  50  percent  of  lane  and  parking  con¬ 
struction,  which  date  shall  be  no  later 
than  February  1, 1976. 

(5)  A  date  must  be  set  for  completion 
of  100  percent  of  lane  arid  parking  con¬ 
struction,  which  date  shall  be  no  later 
than  May  31, 1976. 

(6)  Designations  must  be  made  of  the 
agencies  responsible  for  guaranteeing 
the  establishment  of  the  lanes  and  facil¬ 
ities  in  accordance  with  the  Adminis¬ 
trator’s  response  to  the  State  study. 

(7)  Signed  statements  of  the  chief 
executives  of  all  jurisdictions  involved 
in  the  establishment  of  the  lanes 
and  parking  facilities  required  by  this 
section,  or  their  designees,  must  be 
submitted  identifying  the  sources  and 
amounts  of  funding  for  the  programs 
required  by  this  section,  along  with  a 
timetable  to  ensure  that  proper  funds 
will  be  available. 

(h)  No  later  than  August  1, 1975,  each 
governmental  entity  required  by  this 
section  to  establish  bicycle  lanes  and/or 
parking  facilities,  shall  submit  to  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  legally  adopted  regulations 
sufficient  to  implement  and  enforce  all  of 
the  requirements  of  this  section. 

(i)  Notwithstanding  paragraph  (c)  of 
this  section,  if  prior  to  the  completion 
and  submittal  of  the  study  required  by 
paragraph  (c)  of  this  section,  the  State 
of  Maryland  has  good  and  reasonable 
cause,  tiirough  public  comment  or  other¬ 
wise,  to  believe  that  the  maximum 
practicable  network  of  bicycle  lanes  will 
be  less  than  15  miles,  in  each  direction, 
the  State  shall  so  notify  the  Adminis¬ 
trator  and  shall  obtain  his  concurr^ce 
or  nonconcurrence,  and  shall  conduct  the 
remainder  of  the  study  to  assure 
that  the  network  of  lanes  shall  be  that 
mileage  specified  by  the  Administrator. 
Notice  pursuant  to  this  paragraph  (i) 
shall  be  given  no  later  than  the  begin¬ 
ning  of  the  ninth  month  of  the  study. 

§  52.1107  ContnJ  of  dry  cleaning  sol¬ 
vent  evaporation. 

(a)  Definitions: 

(1)  “Dry  cleaning  operation”  means 
that  process  by  which  an  organic  solvent 
is  used  in  the  commercial  cleaning 
of  garments  and  other  fabric  materials. 

(2)  “Organic  solvents”  means  organic 
materials.  Including  diluents  and  thln- 
ners,  which  are  liquids  at  standard 
conditions  and  which  are  tised  as  dis¬ 
solvers,  viscosity  reducers,  or  cleaning 
agents. 

(3)  “Photochemically  reactive  sol¬ 
vent”  means  any  solvent  with  an  aggre¬ 
gate  of  more  than  20  percent  of  its  total 
volume  composed  of  the  chemical  com¬ 
pounds  classified  below  or  which  ex¬ 
ceeds  any  of  the  following  individual 
percentage  composition  limitations,  as 
applied  to  the  total  voliune  of  solvent. 

(i)  A  combination  of  hydrocarbons, 
alcohols,  aldehydes,  esters,  ethers,  or 
ketones  having  an  olefinic  or  cyclo- 
olefinic  type  of  unsaturation;  5  percent: 

(ii)  A  combination  of  aromatic  com¬ 
pounds  with  8  or  more  carbon  atoms  to 
the  molecule  except  ethylbenzene:  8 
percent; 


(ill)  A  combination  of  ethylbenzene  or 
ketones  having  branched  hydrocarbon 
structures,  trichloroethylene  or  toluene: 
20  percent. 

(b)  This  section  is  applicable  to  the 
Metropolitan  Baltimore  Intrastate 
AQCR. 

(c)  No  person  shall  operate  a  dry 
cleaning  operation  using  other  than 
perchloroethylene,  1,1,1-  trichloroethane, 
or  saturated  halogenated  hydrocarbons 
unless  the  uncontrolled  organic  emis¬ 
sions  from  such  operation  are  reduced 
at  least  85  percent:  Provided,  That  dry 
cleaning  operations  emitting  less  than  8 
pounds  per  hour  and  less  than '40  pounds 
per  day  of  imcontrolled  organic  materials 
are  exempt  from  the  requirement  of  this 
section. 

(d)  If  incineration  is  used  as  a  control 
technique,  90  percent  or  more  of  the 
carbon  in  the  organic  emissions  being 
incinerated  must  be  oxidized  to  carbon 
dioxide. 

(e)  Any  owner  or  operator  of  a  source 
subject  to  this  section  shall  achieve  com¬ 
pliance  with  the  requirements  of  para¬ 
graph  (c)  of  this  section  by  discontinu¬ 
ing  the  use  of  photochemically  reactive 
solvents  no  later  than  May  31,  1974,  or 
by  controlling  emissi<»is  as  required  by 
paragraphs  (c)  and  (d)  of  this  section 
by  May  31,  1974. 

§  52.1108  Exclusive  bus  lanes  for  Balti¬ 
more  suburbs  and  outlying  areas. 

(a)  Definitions: 

(1)  “Carpool”  means  a  vehicle  con¬ 
taining  three  or  more  persons. 

(2)  “Bus/carpool  lane”  means  a  lane 
on  a  street  or  highway,  which  lane  is 
open  only  to  buses  (or  buses  and  car- 
pools),  whether  constructed  specially 
for  that  purpose  or  converted  from  exist¬ 
ing  lanes. 

(3)  “Baltimore  CBD”  means  the  area 
in  the  City  of  Baltimore,  Maryland,  en¬ 
closed  by,  but  not  including.  Centre 
Street,  Pallsway,  Falls  Avenue,  Pratt 
Street,  Greene  Street,  Franklin  Street, 
and  Eutaw  Street. 

(b)  The  State  of  Maryland  and  such 
county  and  local  jurisdictions  as  the 
State  may  request  to  particiimte  (the 
State  must  request  the  participation  of  a 
coimty  or  local  jurisdiction  by  Decem¬ 
ber  15,  1974,  if  the  participation  of  that 
jurisdiction  is  necessary  to  the  estab¬ 
lishment  of  the  lanes  required  by  this 
section)  shall  establish,  according  to  the 
schedule  In  paragraph  (f)  of  this  sec¬ 
tion,  bus/carpool  lanes  along  corridors 
connecting  at  least  the  following  sub¬ 
urban  or  outlying  areas  (or  alternative 
areas  if  indicated  in  the  study  required 
by  paragraph  (c)  of  this  section  and  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  Administrator)  to  the  Bal¬ 
timore  CBD: 

(1)  Catonsville,  Maryland 

(2)  Towson,  Maryland 

(3)  Pikesville,  Maryland 

(4)  Middle  River  and  Essex,  Maryland 

(5)  Overlea  and  Parkville,  Maryland 

(6)  Halethorpe,  Maryland 

(7)  Baynesville,  Maryland 

(8)  Moimt  Washington  section,  Balti¬ 
more,  Maryland 


(9)  Dundalk,  Maryland 

(10)  Randallstown,  Maryland 

(11)  Hunting  Ridge  section,  Balti¬ 
more,  Maryland. 

(12)  Linthicum,  Maryland 

(13)  Sparrows  Point,  Maryland 

For  each  route  either  approved  or  desig¬ 
nated  by  the  Administrator  pursuant  to 
paragraph  (d)  of  this  section,  except  the 
route  between  the  Baltimore  CBD  and  ' 
Sparrows  Point,  at  least  one  bus/carpool 
lane  shall  be  established  to  serve  traffic 
traveling  toward  the  Baltimore  CTBD 
from  6:30  to  9:30  a.m.  (or  for  a  longer 
time) ,  and  at  least  one  bus/carpool  lane 
shall  be  established  to  serve  traffic  travel¬ 
ing  toward  the  suburban  or  outlying 
areas  from  3:30  to  6:30  pjn.  (or  for  a 
longer  time) ,  Monday  through  Saturday. 
Along  the  route  between  the  Baltimore 
.CBD  and  Sparrows  Point,  Maryland,  at 
least  one  bus/carpool  lane  shall  be  estab¬ 
lished  to  serve  traffic  traveling  toward 
Sparrows  Point  from  6:30  to  9:30  a.m. 
(or  for  a  longer  time) ,  and  at  least  one 
bus/carpool  lane  shall  be  established  to 
serve  traffic  traveling  toward  the  Balti¬ 
more  CBD  from  3:30  to  6:30  p.m.  (or  for 
a  longer  time),  Monday  through  Satur¬ 
day. 

(c)  On  or  before  November  1, 1974,  the 
State  of  Maryland  shall  submit  to  the 
Administrator  a  study  which  shall  con¬ 
tain.  for  each  of  the  corridors  described 
in  paragraph  (b)  of  this  section  a  de¬ 
tailed  analysis  showing  every  specific 
route  location  considered  by  the  State 
for  the  corridor.  The  study  shall  desig¬ 
nate  one  of  the  specific  routes  examined 
for  each  corridor  as  the  most  practicable 
route  for  that  corridor.  The  study  shall 
fully  present  the  advantages  and  disad¬ 
vantages  of  establishing  the  bus/carpool 
lanes  provided  for  in  paragraph  (b)  of 
this  section  along  the  most  practicable 
route.  For  any  corridor  identified  in  this 
section  along  which  the  State  concludes 
that  bus/carpool  lanes  are  not  feasible, 
the  State  sh^l  designate  a  replacement 
corridor  connecting  the  Baltimore  C®D 
and  another  significant  source  of  CBD- 
boimd  traffic  along  which  bus/carpool 
lanes  are  feasible.  An  analysis  of  the  sub¬ 
stituted  corridor  shall  be  included  simi¬ 
lar  to  the  analysis  of  the  original  corri¬ 
dor,  to  show  the  most  practicable  route 
for  said  bus/carpool  lanes. 

(d)  On  or  before  December  1,  1974, 
the  Administrator  shall  submit  to  the 
State  of  Maryland  his  response  to  the 
study  required  by  paragraph  (c)  of  this 
section,  and  shall  in  that  response,  either 
approve  the  routes  selected  by  the  State 
as  most  practicable  and  feasible  for  bus/ 
carpool  lanes,  or  shall  designate  alterna¬ 
tive  routes  on  which  bus/carpool  lanes 
must  be  established. 

(e)  On  or  before  February  1,  1975,  the 
State  of  Maryland  and  such  county  and 
local  jurisdictions  as  the  State  has  re¬ 
quested  to  participate  (and  are,  there¬ 
fore,  required  by  paragraph  (b)  of  this 
section  to  establish  lanes)  shall  submit 
to  the  Administrator  compliance  sched¬ 
ules  which  shall  show  in  detail  the  steps 
which  each  governmental  entity  will  take 
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to  establish  the  bus/carpool  lanes  re¬ 
quired  by  this  section,  and  to  enforce  the 
limitations  on  th^  use.  In  the  compli¬ 
ance  schedule  submitted  pursuant  to  this 
paragraph  a  governmental  entity  may 
designate  limited  segments  of  lanes 
which  may  be  entered  briefly  by  vehicles, 
otherwise  excluded  from  such  lanes,  for 
reascms  of  safety  or  soimd  trafBc  plan¬ 
ning.  Such  excepticms  shall  be  subject  to 
the  approval  of  Uie  Administrator.  Spe¬ 
cial  circumstances  justifying  the  need 
for  such  an  exception  (such  as  the  de¬ 
sire  to  allow  an  exclusive  lane  to  be  en¬ 
tered  briefly  by  automobiles  for  purposes 
of  making  a  turn)  must  be  set  forth  in 
detail. 

(f)  Bus/carpool  lanes  must  be  prwnl- 
nently  indicated  by  distinctive  painted 
lines,  pylons,  signs  or  physical  barriers. 
Twenty-flve  percent  of  the  lane  mileage 
for  each  of  the  governmental  entitles 
must  be  established  and  the  needed  signs 
installed  by  July  1,  1975;  flfty  percent 
by  October  1,  1975;  one  hundred  per¬ 
cent  by  January  1, 1976. 

(g)  A  signed  statement  by  the  chief 
executive  of  each  governmental  entity 
establishing  lanes,  or  his  designee,  shall 
be  submitted  to  the  Administrator  no 
later  than  February  1,  1975,  to  identify 
the  soiuces  and  amount  of  funds  for  aU 
projects  required  by  this  section. 

(h)  No  later  than  April  1,  1975,  each 
governmental  entity  requii^  by  this 
section  to  establish  lanes  shall  submit 
to  the  Administrator  legally  adopted  reg¬ 
ulations  sufficient  to  implement  and  en¬ 
force  all  of  the  requirements  of  this 
section. 

§  52.1109  Regulation  for  limitation  of 
public  parking. 

(a)  Definiticms: 

(1)  “On-street  parking”  means  stop- 
Idng  a  motor  vehicle  on  any  street,  high¬ 
way,  or  roadway  (except  for  legal  stops 
at  or  before  intersections  and  as  cau¬ 
tion  and  safety  require)  whether  or  not 
a  person  ronains  in  the  vehicle. 

(b)  This  section  is  ai^icable  In 
the  Metrt^lltan  BaltimOTe  Intrastate 
AQCR. 

(c)  Beginning  May  1,  1975,  each  ap¬ 
propriate  governmental  entity  shall  pro¬ 
hibit  on-street  parking,  Monday  through 
Saturday,  on  all  streets  and  highways 
over  which  it  has  ownership  or  control 
and  which  contain  exclusive  bus  or  bus/ 
carpool  lanes  pursuant  to  S  52.1108.  The 
prohibition  against  on-street  parking  on 
any  particular  street  or  highway  shall 
be  only  for  the  period  during  which  such 
street  or  highway  has  a  lane  or  lanes 
reserved  for  buses,  and/or  carpools.  Mo¬ 
mentary  stopping  for  the  pickup  or  dis¬ 
charge  of  passengers  on  exclusive  bus 
or  bus/carpool  lanes  at  established  pas¬ 
senger  stops  shall  be  permitted.  No  later 
than  .^ril  1,  1975,  each  governmental 
entity  subject  to  the  requirements  of 
this  section  shall  submit  to  the  Admin¬ 
istrator  legally  adopted  regulations  es¬ 
tablishing  such  a  prohibition  program. 
At  a  minimum,  such  regulations  must 
provide  that  vehicles  parked  in  violation 
of  the  prohibition  shall  be  towed  away 


and  the  owner  shall  be  lined  not  less  than 
$50  per  violation. 

(d)  No  later  than  February  1,  1975, 
governmental  entitles  subject  to  this  sec¬ 
tion  shall  submit  to  the  Administrator 
detailed  compliance  schedules  showing 
the  steps  they  will  take  to  establish  and 
enforce  the  foregoing  on-street  parking 
limitation  program,  including  statutory 
proposals  and  needed  regulations  that 
they  will  propose  for  adoption. 

§  52.1 1 10  Gasoline  limitations. 

(a)  Definitions: 

( 1 )  “Distributor”  means  any  person  or 
entity  that  transports,  stores,  or  causes 
the  transportation  or  storage  of  gastdine 
between  any  refinery  and  any  retail  out¬ 
let. 

(2)  “Retail  outlet”  means  any  estab¬ 
lishment  at  which  gasoline  is  sold  or 
offered  for  sale  to  the  public,  or  intro¬ 
duced  into  any  vdiicle. 

(b)  This  regulation  is  applicable  in  the 
Metropolitan  Baltimore  Intrastate  AQCR 
(the  Region)  to  all  distributors  of  gaso¬ 
line  to  any  retail  ouUet  in  the  Region, 
and  to  the  owners  and  operators  of  all 
retail  outlets  in  the  Region. 

(c)  If  the  Administrator  determines, 
on  the  basis  of  air  quality  monitoring  in 
the  Region,  that  the  national  ambient 
air  quality  standards  for  carbon  monox¬ 
ide  and/or  photochemical  oxidants  will 
not  be  attained  in  the  Region  by  May  31, 
1977,  the  Administrator  shall  implement 
a  program,  to  be  effective  no  later  than 
May  31,  1977,  limiting  the  total  galloi^e 
of  gasoline  (lelivered  to  retail  outlets  in 
the  Region  to  that  amount  whldi,  when 
combusted,  will  not  result  in  the  ambient 
air  quality  standards  being  exceeded. 

(d)  All  distributors  to  which  this  sec¬ 
tion  applies  shall  provide  the  Adminis¬ 
trator  with  a  detailed  annual  accoimting 
of  the  amovmt  of  gasoline  delivered  to 
each  retail  outlet  in  the  Region  for  calen¬ 
dar  year  1976  and  for  each  calendar  year 
during  which  the  gasoline  limitation  pro¬ 
gram  is  in  effect.  The  owner  or  operator 
of  each  retail  outlet  to  which  t^  sec¬ 
tion  applies  shall  provide  the  Admin¬ 
istrator  with  a  detailed  accounting  of 
gasoline  received  from  each  distributor, 
the  total  amoimt  of  gasoline  sold  during 
the  year,  and  the  amount  of  gasoline  on 
hand  at  the  beginning  and  end  of  the 
year,  for  each  year  during  which  the 
gasoline  limitation  program  is  in  effect. 
AU  accoimtlngs  required  by  this  section 
shaU  be  provided  no  later  than  90  days 
after  the  end  of  the  applicable  year.  The 
Administrator  may  require  any  other 
report  that  he  may  deem  necessary  for 
the  implementation  of  this  section. 

§  52.1111  Management  of  parking  sup¬ 
ply. 

(a)  Definiticms: 

(1)  “Parking  faciUty”  (also  called 
“facility”)  means  a  lot,  garage,  buUding 
or  structure,  or  combination  or  portion 
thereof,  in  or  on  which  motor  vehicles 
are  temporarily  parked. 

(2)  “Vehicle  trip”  means  a  single 
movement  by  a  motor  vehicle  that  orig¬ 
inates  or  terminates  at  a  i>arklng  facility. 


(3)  “Constructicm”  means  fabrication, 
erectlcm,  or  instaUatlon  of  a  parking  fa¬ 
cility,  or  any  conversion  of  land,  a  build¬ 
ing  or  structure,  or  portion  thereof,  for 
use  as  a  faculty. 

(4)  “Modification”  means  any  change 
to  -a  parking  facUity  that  increases  or 
may  increase  the  motor  vehicle  capacity 
of  or  the  motor  vehicle  activity  as¬ 
sociated  with  such  parking  facUity. 

(5)  “Commence”  means  to  undertake  a 
continuous  program  of  onsite  construc¬ 
tion  or  modification. 

(b)  This  section  is  £q>plicable  in  the 
Metropolitan  Baltimore  Intrastate 
A(3CR. 

(c)  The  requirements  of  paragraphs 

(d)  through  (i)  of  this  section  are  ap¬ 
plicable  to  the  following  parking  facul¬ 
ties  in  the  area  specified  in  paragraph 
(b)  of  this  section,  the  construction  or 
modification  of  which  is  commenced 
after  August  15, 1973. 

(1)  Any  new  parking  facUity  with 
parking  capacity  for  250  or  more  motor 
vehicles; 

(2)  Any  parking  facility  that  wUl  be 
modified  to  increase  parking  capacity  by 
250  or  more  motor  vehicles;  and 

(3)  Any  parking  facUity  constructed 
or  modified  in  Increments  which  indl- 
viduaUy  are  not  subject  to  review  imder 
paragraphs  (c)  (1)  and/or  (c)  (2)  of  this 
section  but  which,  when  aU  such  incre¬ 
ments  occurring  since  August  15,  1973, 
are  added  together,  as  a  total  woiUd  sub¬ 
ject  the  facUity  to  review  under  para¬ 
graphs  (c)(1)  and/or  (c)(2)  of  this 
section. 

(d)  No  person  shall  commence  con¬ 
struction  or  modification  of  any  facUity 
subject  to  this  section  without  first  ob¬ 
taining  written  approval  from  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  or  an  agency  designated  by 
him;  provided  that  this  paragraph  shaU 
not  apply  to  any  proposed  construction 
or  moc^cation  for  wUch  a  general  con¬ 
struction  contract  was  finally  executed 
by  aU  appropriate  parties  on  or  before 
August  15, 1973. 

(e)  No  approval  to  construct  or  modify 
a  facility  shaU  be  granted  unless  the 
applicant  shows  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
Administrator  or  an  agency  approved  by 
him  that: 

(1)  The  design  or  operation  of  the  fa¬ 
cility  wiU  not  cause  a  violation  of  the 
control  strategy  which  is  part  of  the  ap¬ 
plicable  implementation  plan  and  wUl 
be  consistent  with  the  plan’s  VMT  re¬ 
duction  goals. 

(2)  The  emissions  resulting  from  the 
design  or  operation  of  the  facility  wUl  not 
prevent  or  interfere  with  the  attainment 
or  maintenance  of  any  national  ambient 
air  quality  standard  at  any  time  within 
10  years  from  the  date  of  application. 

(f )  Except  to  the  extent  that  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  or  agency  designated  by  him 
may  waive  any  such  requirement  in  writ¬ 
ing,  aU  applications  for  approval  under 
this  section  shaU  include  the  foUowing 
information: 

(1)  Name  and  address  of  the  appU- 
cant. 

(2)  Location  and  description  of  the 
parking  faculty. 
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(3)  A  proposed  construction  schedule. 

(4)  The  normal  hours  of  operation  of 
the  facility  and  the  enterprises  and  ac¬ 
tivities  that  it  serves. 

(5)  The  total  motor  vehicle  capacity 
before  and  after  the  construction  or 
modification  of  the  facility. 

(6)  The  number  of  i>eople  using  or  en¬ 
gaging  in  any  enterprises  or  activities 
that  the  facility  will  serve  on  a  daily 
basis  an^  a  peak  hour  basis. 

(7)  A  projection  of  the  geographic 
areas  in  the  comm\mity  from  which 
people  and  motor  vehicles  will  be  drawn 
to  the  facility.  Such  projection  shall  in¬ 
clude  data  concerning  the  availability  of 
mass  transmit  from  such  areas. 

(8)  An  estimate  of  the  average  and 
peak  hour  vehicle  trip  generation  rates, 
before  and  after  construction  or  modifi¬ 
cation  of  the  facility. 

(9)  An  estimate  of  the  effect  of  the 
facility  on  traffic  pattern  and  flow. 

(10)  An  estimate  of  the  effect  of  the- 
facility  on  total  VMT  for  the  air  quality 
control  region. 

(11)  Additional  information,  plans, 
specifications,  or  documents  as  required 
by  the  Administrator. 

(g)  If  the  Administrator  or  agency 
designated  by  him  specifically  so  requests, 
the  application  shall  also  include  an 
analysis  of  the  effect  of  the  facility  on 
site  and  regional  air  quality,  including 
a  showing  that  the  facility  will  be  com¬ 
patible  with  the  applicable  implementa¬ 
tion  plan,  and  that  the  facility  will  not 
cause  any  national  air  quality  standard 
to  be  exceeded  within  10  years  from  the 
date  of  application.  The  Administrator 
may  prescribe  a  standardized  screening 
technique  to  be  used  in  analyzing  the 
effect  of  the  facility  on  ambient  air 
quality. 

(h)  Each  application  shall  be  signed 
by  the  owner  or  operator  of  the  facility, 
whose  signature  shall  constitute  an 
agreement  that  the  facility  shall  be  op¬ 
erated  in  accordance  with  applicable 
rules,  regulations,  permit  vonditions,  and 
the  design  submitted  in  the  application. 

(i)  Within  30  days  after  receipt  of  an 
application,  the  Administrator  or  agency 
approved  by  him  shall  notify  the  public, 
by  prominent  advertisement  in  the  re¬ 
gion  described  in  paragraph  (b)  of  this 
section,  of  the  receipt  of  the  application 
and  the  proposed  action  on  it  (whether 
approval,  conditional  approval,  or  deni¬ 
al)  ,  and  shall  invite  public  comment. 

(1)  The  application,  all  submitted  in¬ 
formation,  and  the  terms  of  the  proposed 
action  shall  be  made  available  to  the 
public  in  a  readily  accessible  place  with¬ 
in  the  area  described  in  paragraph  (b) 
of  this  section. 

(2)  Public  comments  submitted  with¬ 
in  30  days  of  the  date  such  information  is 


made  available  shall  be  considered  in 
making  the  final  decision  on  the  applica¬ 
tion. 

(3)  The  Administrator  or  agency  ap¬ 
proved  by  him  shall  take  final  action 
(approval,  conditional  approval,  or  de¬ 
nial)  on  an  application  within  30  days 
after  close  of  the  public  comment  period. 

(j)  For  any  new  parking  facility  with 
capacity  for  50  to  249  motor  vehicles,  any 
facility  which  will  be  modified  to  increase 
parking  capacity  by  50  to  249  motor  vehi¬ 
cles,  and  any  facility  constructed  or  mod¬ 
ified  in  increments  which  individually  are 
not  subject  to  review  under  this  para¬ 
graph,  but  which,  when  all  such  incre¬ 
ments  occurring  since  August  15,  1973 
are  added  together,  as  a  total  would  sub¬ 
ject  the  facility  to  review  under  this 
paragraph,  no  person  shall  commence 
construction  or  modification  without  first 
furnishing  to  the  Administrator  or  an 
agency  designated  by  him,  the  informa¬ 
tion  required  by  paragraphs  (f)  (1) 
through  (f)(5)  of  this  section.  No  ap¬ 
proval  will  be  required  by  the  Adminis¬ 
trator  unless  the  determination  specified 
in  paragraph  (k)  of  this  section  is  made. . 
This  paragraph  shall  not  apply  to  any 
proposed  construction  or  modification  for 
which  a  general  construction  contract 
was  finally  executed  by  all  appropriate 
parties  on  or  before  August  15, 1973. 

(k)  If  the  Administrator,  or  an  agency 
designated  by  him,  determines,  and  gives 
prominent  public  notice  of  such  deter¬ 
mination,  that  construction  of  parking 
lots  of  50  to  249  spaces  (or  modification 
of  parking  lots  to  add  50  to  249  spaces)  in 
any  geographical  subdivision  of  the  area 
specified  in  paragraph  (b)  of  this  sec¬ 
tion,  is  having  or  is  likely  to  have  a  sig¬ 
nificant  detrimental  effect  on  the  con¬ 
trol  strategies  in  this  transportation 
control  plan  or  on  air  quality,  he  may 
require  approval  by  him,  or  an  agency 
designated  by  him,  pursuant  to  the  pro¬ 
cedures  in  paragraph  (d)  through  (i) 
of  this  section  prior  to  construction  of 
any  additional  such  lots  in  such  a  sub¬ 
division.  The  Administrator  shall  ap¬ 
prove  an  application  imless  he  deter¬ 
mines  that  the  facility  to  be  constructed 
would,  either  in  itself  or  when  viewed  as 
part  of  a  pattern  of  development,  have  a 
significant  adverse  impact  on  the  appli¬ 
cable  transportation  control  strategy. 

§  52.1112  Control  and  prohibition  of 
sources  of  photochemirally  reactive 
organic  materials. 

(a)  Definitions 

(l)  “Standard  Industrial  Classification 
Major  Group”  shall  mean  that  classifica¬ 
tion  and  major  group  assigned  to  an  in¬ 
dustry  and  published  in  the  Standard 
Industrial  Classification  Manual,  1972, 
Executive  Office  of  the  President,  Office 


of  Management  and  Budget,  Statistical 
Policy  Division,  Washington,  D.C.,  1972. 

(2)  “Photochemically  Reactive  Or¬ 
ganic  Materials”  shall  include  any  of 
the  following: 

(i)  Hydrocarbons,  alcohols,  aldehydes, 
esters,  or  ketones,  any  of  which  has  an 
olefinic  or  cyclo-olefinic  type  unsatura¬ 
tion. 

(ii)  Aromatic  compomids  witl^  .seven 
(7)  or  more  carbon  atoms, 

(iii)  Ketones  having  branched  hydro¬ 
carbon  structure, 

(iv)  Motor  vehicle  fuel  with  a  true  va¬ 
por  pressure  greater  than  1.5  psia  at 
78“  F, 

(v)  Organic  solvents  which  have  been 
in  direct  contact  with  fiame  in  the  pres¬ 
ence  of  oxygen, 

(vi)  Compounds  emitted  from  a  proc¬ 
ess  in  which  organic  solvents  are  baked, 
heat  cured,  or  heat  polymerized  in  the 
presence  of  oxygen. 

(b)  This  section  is  applicable  in  the 
Metropolitan  Baltimore  Intrastate 
A<3CR. 

(c)  No  person  shall,  after  December 
12,  1973,  construct  any  source,  or  group 
of  sources  of  the  same  Standard  Indus¬ 
trial  Classification  Major  Group  owned 
or  operated  by  the  same  person  in  the 
area  designated  in  paragraph  (b)  of  this 
section,  which  after  complying  with  all 
other  applicable  provisions  of  the  imple¬ 
mentation  plan  for  the  Metropolitan  Bal¬ 
timore  Intrastate  Region  (as  approved 
and  promulgated  pursuant  to  Section  110 
of  the  Clean  Air  Act  of  1970),  will  dis¬ 
charge  to  the  atmosphere  more  than  550 
lbs.  per  day  of  photochemically  reactive 
organic  materials. 

(d)  No  person  shall,  after  December 
12,  1973,  cause,  suffer,  allow,  or  permit 
an  increase  in  the  average  daily  emis¬ 
sions  of  photochemically  reactive  organic 
material  from  any  existing  source,  or 
group  of  sources,  subject  to  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  subsection  .04J  of  10.03.38  of  the 
State  of  Maryland  “Regulations  Govern¬ 
ing  the  Control  of  Air  Pollution  in  Area 
TII”,  which  source,  or  group  of  sources, 
emits  more  than  550  pounds  per  day  of 
photochemically  reactive  organic  mate¬ 
rials. 

(e)  Specifically  exempted  from  the  re¬ 
quirements  of  paragraph  (c)  of  this  sec¬ 
tion  is  new  construction  associated  with 
the  relocation  or  replacement  of  existing 
facilities  subject  to  the  provisions  of  sub¬ 
section  .04J  of  10.03.38  of  the  State  of 
Maryland  “Regulations  Governing  the 
Control  of  Air  Pollution  in  Area  m”,  pro¬ 
vided  that  emissions  from  said  new  con¬ 
struction  will  not  exceed  those  allowed 
from  existing  facilities  by  paragraph  (d) 
of  this  section. 
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